Youth in Transition: College Students and their Parents by Dawson, John Robert
W&M ScholarWorks 
Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects Theses, Dissertations, & Master Projects 
1972 
Youth in Transition: College Students and their Parents 
John Robert Dawson 
College of William & Mary - Arts & Sciences 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wm.edu/etd 
 Part of the Developmental Psychology Commons, and the Family, Life Course, and Society Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Dawson, John Robert, "Youth in Transition: College Students and their Parents" (1972). Dissertations, 
Theses, and Masters Projects. Paper 1539624801. 
https://dx.doi.org/doi:10.21220/s2-fqg1-an35 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses, Dissertations, & Master Projects at W&M 
ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects by an authorized 
administrator of W&M ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact scholarworks@wm.edu. 
YOUTH IN TRANSITION:
COLLEGE STUDENTS AND THEIR PARENTS
A Thesis 
Presented to 
The Faculty of the Department of Sociology 
The College of William and Mary in Virginia
In Partial Fulfillment 
Of the Requirements for the Degree of 
Master of Arts
by
J. Robert Dawson, Jr. 
1972
APPROVAL SHEET
This thesis is submitted in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts
J. Robert Dawson, Jr
Approved, December 1972
Vernon H. Edmonds, Ph.D. (Chairman
R. Wayne KemodtLe, Ph
TABLE OE CONTENTS
Page
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS...........................................  iv
LIST OF TABLES.............................................  v
LIST OF FIGURES......................... .................  vi
ABSTRACT................................................. . vii
CHAPTER
I. INTRODUCTION......................................  2
The Problem.................   2
Purpose and Focus................... .........  6
The Hypothesis...........     6
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE..............   8
III. THE FIELD STUDY.  ..............   19
Design........................................  19
Procedure    . . .  21
Analysis of the Data.  ...........   28
IV. . RESULTS OF THE FIELD STUDY.......................  33
Profiles of the Parent Problem Factor
Distributions.  ...............   33
Differences between Senior and Freshmen Parent
Problem Profiles  .......................... bS
Comparing Descriptive Profiles of the Two Samples ^9
General Perception of the Parental Relationship . 62
V. DISCUSSION............   6$
VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS............................  77
APPENDIX? THE SCHEDULE  ............................ 8l
BIBLIOGRAPHY...........................    92
iii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
Acknowledgments are here made to over one hundred students 
at the College of William and Mary, who willingly and cooperatively- 
participated in the interviews of the field study.
Acknowledgments are especially extended to Mr. Pete Hoyle 
who as both friend and computer consultant provided me both moral 
and intellectual support.
Finally, I wish to express my gratitude to my committee advi­
sors: Dr. Vernon H. Edmonds (Chairman), Dr. R. Wayne Kemodle, and
Dr. Satoshi Ito. Not only did they support me in the present effort 
but also acted as my prime educators and advisors in the field of 
sociology over the past six years. Their influence, because it is 
so deeply rooted, will extend well beyond the completion of this 
thesis.
LIST OF TABLES
TABLE PAGE
1. Reported Conflicts Between 119 Coeds and Their Parents
Before and After College Influence  . . 11
2. List of Parent Problem Statement Items...................22
3* Parent Problem Factors Ranked by Average Scores for
Seniors Only......................................i+3
I*. Parent Problem Factors Ranked by Average Scores for
Freshmen Only.......................  illj.
5* Distribution and Significance Tests of Parent Problem
Factor 1 ...........    I46
6. Items Used to Compute Scores of Factor 1................ J48
7. Distribution and Significance Tests of Parent Problem
Factor .......................   . * ..............$0
8. Items Used to Compute Scores of Factor ..................$2
9» Per Cent Parent Problem Items Showing T-Test Significant 
Differences Between Senior/Freshmen Average 
Scores................................. . . . . . 55
10. Senior Responses to Questions about Parental
Relationship Improvement since Entering College. . 57
v
LIST OP FIGURES
FIGURE PAGE
1. Frequency Polygon-Type Distribution of Factor 1 . . .
2. Frequency Polygon-Type Distribution of Factor I*. • • . 38
3* Frequency Polygon-Type Distribution of Average
Factor Scores...............................   . 1+0
vi
ABSTRACT
Exploring the relationship problems of college students 
and their parents, this thesis presents the study of a sample of 
freshmen and seniors with a comparison for differences in parental 
relationship problems. A hypothesis stating that the seniors 
should have resolved any conflicts with their parents that had 
existed at the beginning of their freshmen year was not substantiated, 
except in the areas of gaining independence. Only in the case of 
males, however, did the statistical evidence strongly support gaining 
independence. Relationship problems pertaining to ’’value conflict" 
seemed to persist throughout college with roughly four-fifths of the 
total students sampled experiencing it at least slightly. The results 
of the above combined with an exploration in-depth of five atypically 
scoring co-eds, suggests that the College of William and Mary environ­
ment does not seriously affect most students on their parental-rela- 
tionship development.
YOUTH IN TRANSITION:
COLLEGE STUDENTS AND THEIR PARENTS
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Transition to Adulthood,
The Adolescence Period.
Prom Child to Adult,
Prom Young to Old.
^’rom Boyhood to Manhood.
Prom Girlhood to Womanhood.
Prom Student to Worker.
Prom Learner to Doer.
Prom Parents to Peer Group,
Prom Dependence to Independence,
Prom Authority to Association.
The Processes of Becoming.
Parent-college student problems are viewed in the context 
of parent-adolescent relationships in general. The concern then 
narrows to that of parent-college student conflicts. It is finally 
hypothesized that these conflicts are progressively reduced by the 
end of the college experience.
Section A 
The Problem
With the emergence of campus violence in the 1960’s, deviant 
behavior of college students in the United States became a major
2
3public issue. The Report of the Presidents Commission on Campus 
Unrest (l97l) discovered campus disorder to be symptomatic of social' 
change, a subsequent divergence of values between generations, and 
the encountering of conflicts that idealistic youth could not ra­
tionalize and that could not be resolved by peaceful negotiation 
with an establishment that would not recognize youth’s protests as 
legitimate, significant, and important.
A prominent issue among these protests has of course been
the war in Southeast Asia (Commission Report, 1971: 55)» and the
movement by both radicals and moderates to end at least the involun­
tary participation of youth in the war. Yet the governing mechanism 
that exercizes authority to force male youth into a war of minor sig­
nificance, while imposing upon them an institution (the military) 
that has a stricter and greater authoritative nature than youth nor­
mally experience in modem society, seems but another expression of 
the authority from which young people (according to Plumb, 1971) have 
been struggling gradually to free themselves since, the Medieval Ages.
In particular, modem western youth appear to have been 
steadily struggling to escape the traditional, Victorian-type dis­
cipline of parents and to have extended this struggle to rebellion 
against the authority of other institutions.^
The period in which youth begin to experience the conflicts 
of society and the ensuing hardships is adolescence (Sherif, 1965)•
•^ At least originally campus activists were considered by
studies (Flacks, 1967; Dunlap, 1970) not to be rebelling so much 
against the authority of their parents as against the authority and 
the values imposed by extra-familial institutions. Characteristi­
cally, before even attending college, activists have, according to 
these studies, a non-restrictive relationship with their parents.
hThis transition period, historically increasing in length and, as 
already indicated, rebellious in nature, Plumh (1971) describes as
t
follows:
Kept out of the world, the adolescents naturally created 
a world of their own choosing— one that incorporated their 
own music, their own morals, their own clothes, and their own 
literature. And they, of course, began naturally to capture 
the minds and imagination of the children who, though younger 
in age, nevertheless lived with them in the same basic educa­
tional territory. In consequence, during the past years the 
period between infancy and adolescence has been sharply re­
duced, and may be reduced even further in the future.
Social movements and tensions in the adult world can be 
adjusted by politics, but adolescents and children have no 
such mechanism for their conflicts with the exclusive world 
of adults. And so the result has been, and must be, rebellion. 
That rebellion, however, is not due to the mistakes or diffi­
culties of the last few years. Rarely do we look far enough 
into the past for the roots of our present problems. This 
revolution of youth has been building up for decades because 
we forced the growing child into a repressive and artificial 
world— a prison, indeed, that was the end product of four 
centuries of Western history, of that gradual exclusion of 
the maturing child from the world of adults. We can now look 
back with longing to the late medieval world, when crude and 
simple as it was, men, women, and children lived their lives 
together, shared the same morals as well as the same games, 
the same excesses as well as the same austerities. (Plumb, 
1971: 12)
The adolescent responds to several reference groups, among
2which, according to evidence uncovered by Coleman (196I: 5), both 
the adolescents society and the parental order appear to be almost
^High school students, according to the Coleman Study, res­
ponded to the question "Which would be the hardest for you to take?" 
as follows:
Parent's Disapproval. .  ....... 53•W0 (Boys) 52-9^ (Girls)
Teacher's Disapproval............3 (Boys) 2.7i° (Girls)
Breaking with Friend............. ^2.7% (Boys) b3?kf° (Girls)
Sample Size..................... (3,621) (3,89U)
5equally esteemed by high school youth. Yet in modem western societies 
some degree of adolescent-parental conflict seems inevitable (Davis, 
1940; Josselyn, 19&1; Parsons, 1961; Smith, 1962).
Paramount causes for .such parental relationship difficulties 
in modem times appear to be grouped as follows:
1. Rapid social change and the resulting cultural lag in 
technologically advanced societies (Davis, 1940; Psathas,
1968: 186).
2. A transition period increasingly longer than former times 
(Plumb, 197l) inadequately defined in terms of rites 
and norms (Van Gennep, 1940; Sherif, 1956 s 641-643; Davis, 
19¥>).
3. The marginal man situation of the adolescent caught between 
the norms of his parents and those of other groups, notably 
his peer group society (Coleman, 1961: 32-33> 138; Sherif,
196!*, 1965; Davis, 1940: 53l)«
4* Contemporary properties of the family institution:
a) Small family structure within which is concentrated "a 
strange intensity of family feeling” while most acti­
vities of the adolescent are extra-familial (Davis,
1940: 532).
b) "Little explicit institutionalization of steps in par­
ental authority" (quoted from Davis, 1940: 531; see also 
Psathas, 1968).
5. The long period between puberty and sexual gratification 
(Davis, 1940: 533-534; Ehrmann, 1961).
6. Acquired rather than ascribed status in an upwardly mobile 
society (Davis, 1940: 533)•
7. The need for developing independence while dependent upon 
parents during the transition period (Green, 1946;
Josselyn, 1961).
Consider now the college adolescents who are about to be
launched into adult membership at the end of the college experience.
It is expected that such youth would have established a more compatible
relationship with their parents and subsequently resolved any conflicts
existing prior to this stage cf development.
6Section B 
Purpose and Focus
The general purpose of this thesis is to explore youth oriented 
problems in the western world associated with the adolescent transition 
period in modem times with an emphasis on the parent-youth relation­
ship problems during the college years.
By the end of tte college undergraduate period the final stage 
of the transition appears to be completed; for some students if this 
is not completely so in reality, it is so at least officially, since 
the legal age of twenty-one is almost universally attained by the 
senior student at graduation eve. One may assume some form of inde­
pendence from parents at this point, but how much in reality? This 
question as well as related ones leads to the specific focus of this 
thesis: to study the relationship problems that college students
have with their parents and, most important, the subsequent relation­
ship changes that result from the college experience.
Because such ground has not been traversed previously, this 
thesis is primarily exploratory. Its immediate concern is to get the 
distribution profile of parent-student problems of both freshmen and 
seniors and to compare them for differences in frequency and intensity. 
An hypothesis is also introduced, and although it more or less failed 
when tested by the field study, the testing and analysis have rendered 
inferences that are sociologically suggestive.
Section C 
The Hypothesis
The final statement of the problem in Section A leads to the 
hypothesis of this thesis. Generally, it is stated as follows:
7That conflicts between entering college freshmen and their 
parents will have been reduced by the end of the senior 
year of these same students.
Ideally, the research hypothesis takes the following form:
That a significant difference exists between the responses of 
entering freshmen about problems with their parents and the 
responses of the same students at the end of their senior 
year. That this difference reflects significantly lower scores 
for seniors than for freshmen.3
This definition excludes those students who never reach the 
end of their senior year. It is conceivable that this eliminates 
many of those who have considerable conflicts with their parents, 
since there is evidence that academic performance and motivation for 
achievement in college is related to the student-parent relationship 
(Gilmore, 1951)- This means that the focus of the hypothesis and the 
thesis in general is confined to those students who make the transi­
tion to adulthood while approaching the completion of a four-year college 
degree.
^Although the ideal conceptual definition refers to the same 
students being studied when freshmen and then when seniors, practical 
necessity requires its simulation by measuring two different groups 
(freshmen and seniors) in the same calendar year. (See page 20 of 
Section A, Chapter III for further explanation.)
The scores referred to here are factor estimate scores, 
which are computed from a factor analysis of statement items pertaining 
to problems with one or both parents. (See page 19 and page 29 of 
Chapter III for further explanation.
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE
There is considerable literature about college students, 
and there is substantial material on the subject of parents and 
youth before college, but little information seems recorded about 
both subjects side by side. With the emergence of campus unrest as 
a public issue, the most recent writings about college students have 
accelerated the focus on parents (as reflected in recent issues of 
College Student Personnel Abstracts), but these publications strike 
little at the heart of this thesis.
Although the review in this chapter could have been extended 
to the coverage of related material, particularly that which discusses 
the parent-student relationship as a static profile, the emphasis has 
been made on the dynamic aspect of the relationship— the change.
Only two studies seem to "hit the nail on the head." Pirst, 
Zweig (1963) in a study of 102 Oxford students and 103 Manchester stu­
dents, found that in both groups the parental relationship was reported 
as improved by older students. Oxford students often said "I under­
stand them better now," or "It1s better now, they have given up regi­
menting me," or "They don't interfere now" (p. 13); while Manchester 
students responded with "This year our relations have been better 
than before," "Two years ago I felt all wrong at home, now P've ma­
tured and accept them," "There used to be friction and tension, but
8
now there is acceptance on both sides,” and ”1 am always happy at home 
now, ‘ I wasn't before. They came to terms with me" (p. 96)*
Of the Oxford students only l\.Qffo described the relationship 
in general as close and happy; however, even for these there existed 
communication difficulties as one, for example, said "We feel we 
understand our parents, but they don't understand us" (p. 12). The 
situation was somewhat better for the Manchester students of which 
51io said the relationship was close and happy, even though, again, 
they referred to the communication problems just as the "close and 
happy" Oxford students.
Comparing the two groups, the author describes the Manchester 
students as socially closer to their parents than the Oxford pupils; 
the latter are physically further away from home and more likely to 
lose touch with their parents via the university education. The 
situation at Manchester was summed up by a former Cambridge student 
who had now become a Manchester student: "People here are not ashamed
of their parents as at Cambridge." Similarly, another Manchester stu­
dent said, "People stay where they belong. They haven't been fished 
out of the pond so to speak" (p. 95)*
Of the types of problems experienced, Zweig describes the 
Oxford parental relationship tensions as follows:
In Oxford the tensions in family relationships generally 
resulted from a clash of personalities and self-assertion, 
rather than from a clash of tastes or views or cultural in­
terests, since the families of origin belonged in most cases 
to the educated strata of society (p. 95)*
For the Manchester student the situation was the opposite.
The clash between parents and students predominantly occurred from 
a conflict of views or cultural standards, particularly with respect
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to the latter since a clash of views was less likely with the lesser 
educated Manchester parents. A clash of views usually occurred with 
the values of education and learning of the student versus the prag­
matic, materialistic values of their parents.
Second, in a study of 119 co-eds at Florida State, Connor 
ert al. (l95U)> reported a decline in parent-adolescent conflicts be­
tween the high school and college period. This was summed up as
follows:
Both the percent of the students reporting conflicts and 
the number of expressed conflicts per reporting student 
declined between high school and college. This decline 
may be both a function of the student's not living at
home while in college as well as a function of the stu­
dent's maturation process (p. 186).
Putting this into figures, there were 137 reported"^ con­
flicts with fathers before college and i|9-reported conflicts with 
fathers after college; there were 157 with mothers before and 89 
with, mothers afterwards (see Table 1, p. ll).
Lane (1968) in discussing the effects of "life's struggles" 
on the political education and orientation of college students, hypo­
thesizes that the socio-emotional adjustment of college students with 
their parents, peers, and themselves (that is, in the last Item, their 
self-adjustment) is more influential on the student’s political deve­
lopment than his academic experience. Lane verifies this via a sample 
(collected over the years) of 35 Yale males who engaged in self ana­
lysis. Three of these he discusses in detail with respect to the 
"father problem," and although they may be atypical, the examination
^Students were not interviewed before college; this period 
of time was simply recalled by the student, who was interviewed 
while in college.
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TABLE 1
REPORTED CONFLICTS BETWEEN 119 COEDS AND THEIR PARENTS 
BEFORE AND AFTER COLLEGE INFLUENCE
Type of Conflict With Father With Mother
Dating and Mate 
Selection
Before
College
After
College
Before
College
After
College
Freq. 1o Freq. 1o Freq. 1o Freq. 1°
1+5 32.8 11+ 28.5 1+3 27.1+ 26 29.2
Standards and Values 
In Activities 
Outside Family 33 21+.1 6 12.2 1+3 27.1+ 15 I6.9
Parental Behavior 17 12. k 9 I8.li 18 ii-5 20 22.5
Standards and Values 
of Personal Appear­
ance, Conduct, and 
Health 13 09-5 k 08.2 28 17.8 7 07.9
Participation in 
Activities at Home 7 0^.1 1 02.0 15 09.5 5 05.6
Money 13 09.5 8 16.3 2 01. I| 3 03.3
Education 7 05.1 1+ 08.2 6 03.8 8 09.0
Vocation-Occupation 1 00.7 2 Oi|.l 0 00.0 1 01.1
Church and Religion 0 00.0 0 00.0 2 01.3 2 02.2
Total 137 100.0 b9 100.0 157 100.0 89 100.0
SOURCE: Connor, et al. (1958) study at Florida State College.
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of the struggle between fathers and sons appears enlightening; for
example, one of the three in discussing the relationship with his
father -prior to Yale said:
I distinctly remember my father as a person whose life 
was oriented around being unfair and punishing in every 
trivial instance which could be manufactured. Unfor­
tunately, I lacked the maturity at that time to realize 
that all punishment and arguments were merely of his un­
failing desire to weld my character into a more nearly 
perfect mold. That his methods were ill-designed to 
the end he wished to realize was indeed unfortunate, for they 
have left marks which have been extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, to erase. It is indeed ironic that at the time 
when I most needed love and affection, he had little to 
offer, yet now that I am more nearly a finished product, 
he has little else to give (Lane, 1968: l|.8l—i+82)•
Then later in consideration of the effects of Yale on this situation,
the youth reports that his years at Yale have been "the happiest and
most fruitful of my life. I can now honestly feel that with work
and luck my future looks promising indeed" (p. J+86).
There seems to be no doubt in the fact; that the youth-father
relationship improved during college, for Lane says:
Thus independence and the sense that his father no longer 
controls his destiny have given him an enormous release 
from the heavy burden of criticism which he had endured 
up to then. Also, he finds that he can. identify with the 
wealthy and elite without necessarily identifying with his 
father; he has an alternative base for his snobbishness, one 
that is supportive and in some sense "his own." He has been
able to achieve some perspective on his father, and reports
with some sympathy his father's unhappy childhood and miser­
able experiences. . .His furlough from father gave him sur­
cease from paternal correction and criticism; he could not 
transcend the paternal transition, but he could master it
7ppTTi82-I|.83)»
The remaining literature implies but does not give direct 
information on the relationship change. Reviewing it historically, 
we start with Veysey (1965) who seems to imply that no great rela­
tionship change between parent and adolescent was likely in the
13
American university at the turn of the century:
The state of mind of the end-of-the century college stu­
dent reflected his predominantly middle class origin, his 
parents' ambition, and his own rather self-conscious de­
sire to indulge in youthful good fun (p. 272). . .even 
by attending college the young man or woman of 1900 placed 
himself within a select l$> of those Americans of his age 
group. It was claimed by an observer a few years earlier 
that "every youth who is devoting his energies to getting 
an education has in view the bettering of his personal 
conditions or the maintaining of conditions by his -parent.
(p. 269; emphasis added)
Veysey seems here to be hinting also at an ascribed rather than an 
achieved status orientation of the college student JO years ago.
His off-handed remark about these students "as pawns of their 
parents' ambitions" (p. 337) continues to support the idea of an 
ascribed status. Furthermore, when Veysey describes this student 
as "having passive acceptance of moral, political, religious values 
taken from a non-academic society" (p. 272), not only does he seem 
to add more weight to the ascribed status idea, but also seems to 
introduce the idea of a relatively small generation gap between sons 
and parents. (Note the absence of the co-ed as a significant contri­
bution to the student image at that time.)
Finally, Veysey’s quote of Randoph Bourne provides the final
touch:
Most of these young men come. . .from homes of conservative 
religion, cheap literature, and lack of intellectual acqui­
sitions with them (to college), and, since most of them 
are going into business. . .continue to carry a minimum 
away with them. (p. 335)
In summary, Veysey (rather indirectly) presents an image of 
the student-parent relationship at the turn of the century as an 
entirely different breed from that typically described in general of 
the modern day parent-adolescent (See Davis (l9i|0, 19&5) ^or a
Ik
description of the latter). Even less known via Veysey is the rela­
tionship change, "but one might suspect from his account that little 
change took place in college in the first decade of this century.
The American student fifty years later is described as fol­
lows by Jacob (1957) be writes of the typical college senior:
The student has ironed out serious conflicts of values or 
at least achieved a workable compromise. Throughout, no 
sharp break seems to occur in the continuity of the main 
patterns of values which the students bring with them to 
college. Changes are rarely drastic or sudden, and they 
tend to emerge on the periphery of the student1 s character, 
affecting his application of values rather than the core 
of the values themselves (p. hi emphasis added).
What seems most important here is that Jacob's findings suggest an
p
adjustment of conflicts between students and parents if they did 
occur; that usually there was no great break with the parents' values 
while the student was in college, and if there was, such conflicts 
were worked out.
Generally, Jacob concludes in his study that there is little 
value change (by the student) while in college (what little occurs 
is only a polishing of what was brought to college), and that those 
of the seniors are homogeneous relative to those of the freshmen.
The findings of Jacob are challenged by others (Barton, 1959; Lehmann, 
1965; Webster, at al., 1962), of whom Lehmann contends that there are 
noteworthy changes in the students' values and that seniors emerge 
from the university quite heterogeneous in their value system.
Whatever the case, Goldsen, et al. (i960) in discussing an 
extensive study by Cornell group, indicates that the values of college
2
Jacob's quotation is confined to being suggestive since 
parents are not explicitly mentioned.
15
students tend to become conservative, if not already so when entering 
college.3 Furthermore, the Goldsen analysis concludes that it is the 
social sub-systems of the campus— particularly the fraternal sub-sys­
tems— that reinforce these conservative values through (l) insulating 
the student from the university liberal front and (2) the socialization 
processes within the social sub-systems themselves (p. 12l). Moreover, 
the fraternal organization, according to Goldsen, restores the family 
atmosphere, a need resulting from the fact that "Many students felt 
alienated in the college after breaking away from their homes" (p. 6l).
Again, only a conjecture, but it seems from the findings of 
Goldsen (particularly those pertaining to restoring the family atmos­
phere in college) that the attachment with the parental order persisted 
in the 1950's^ - and did not usually diverge; thus, there is a hint that 
if the parent-student relationship did change, it probably improved.
Lane (1968), as he references Webster, et al. (1962) and com­
pares it with Goldsen e_t al. findings, observes that the conservative 
trend of the college seems to be shifting to the liberal order. A 
more recent study of 1200 students in 12 colleges as reported by 
Simon, et al. (1968) indicates that most students describe themselves 
as liberal and that 60fo claim to be more liberal than their parents 
on manners of politics, rdligion, civil rights, and sex; however at 
the' same time their rapport was generally good with their parents.
'3wote that the Goldsen discussion applies to the student 
cross section in the 1950fs and not the I960*s.
^Apparently, however, this attachment represents in no way 
the controlling type ties between sons and parents fifty years ago 
that Veysey writes about when he refers to students "as pawns of 
their parents' ambitions" (p. 337)•
16
This liberalism shift is described as follows:
The predominant shift of students from conservative families 
to moderately liberal viewpoints showed more continuity than 
rebellion,, even though a slight parallel drift was noted of 
sons and daughters away from conservative fathers. (As des­
cribed in College Student Personnel Abstracts, Winter, 19^9•
I6I4.)
Indicating a growing generation gap in his findings, Hurst
(1970) reports the results of random sampling college freshmen and
their parents before and after one-quarter in college on attitudes
towards religion, sex, student self-government, social behavior, and
living regulations. The freshmen attitudes generally became more
liberal and less like parental attitudes. The greatest change was
towards matters of sexual behavior; the least towards religious
matters. Parental attitudes remained unchanged except towards
living regulations, in which they became less restrictive. The
results are summed up as follows:
While these changes may indicate that parental attitudes 
are becoming somewhat less restrictive, the general pic­
ture is of a growing generation gap. (As described in 
College Student Personnel Abstracts, Winter, 1971: li+9*)
Lubell (1968) in discussing the generation gap maintains 
that it is more of a gap between youth and the economic order rather 
than the parental order. In a survey of 36 colleges he asked students 
to compare themselves with their parents. His findings resulted in 
the following:
Only about one in every ten students interviewed showed 
drastic changes from their parents.
A third of our sample reported no important differences 
from their parents, while another third revealed moderate 
changes.
More than three-fourths would vote for the same politi­
cal party as their parents. Those shifting from the parties 
of their fathers do so primarily because of a different sense 
of self-interest.
17
In personal living— as with drug use and sexual rela­
tions— the new generation does differ markedly. Still more 
than half the students interviewed would give their own 
children much the same upbringing as they themselves 
received.
A general weakening of religious feeling is underway.
Only a fifth of the students reported that their parents 
were "not religious," but half these same students said 
they themselves are "not religious." This suggests that 
within one generation the proportion of "not religious" 
may have been doubled, whereas the proportion of "very 
religious" has been cut in half (Lubell, 1968: 53)*
Students who were alienated from their parents (the 10$ mentioned in 
the first part of the above) are described by Lubell as "predisposed 
to psychological self-conflicts before they reached college. Although 
the university structure may have aggravated their difficulties, it 
can hardly be singled out as the generating cause" (p. 57)*
Thus Lubell sees the college environment as a noncausative 
agent in the development of youth conflicts. Also considering causa­
tive agents, Sherman (1968) in a study of 37 fourth-year seniors at 
Colorado State found the following:
• . .that peers and family members were perceived as having 
the highest positive influence, while college administrators 
and administrative procedures were felt to be the most nega­
tive. Of the college factors, peer relationships had the 
most positive effect. (As described in College Student 
Personnel Abstracts, Spring, 1969: 287•)
/
Similarly, others conclude that main value and attitude changes of 
college students are due to student interaction and the informal pro­
cesses ("bull sessions") occurring among peers (Eddy, 1959• 132-165? 
Jacob, 1957J 11? Newcomb, 1962: 1;69-1;87; Lehmann, 1962: 71-7U)* Of 
this process, Wallace (1961;), in concluding a study of 327 freshmen 
sample of which he analyzed the influence of college student friendship, 
suggests that the main influence of friendship may be more on the life 
cycle processes; that is, friendship has an effect on the "problems
18
of becoming an adult in an adult world; problems, in short, of life 
cycle, rather than institutional socialization" (p. 317)*
Thus, if resolution of the parent-student conflicts comes 
under the heading of life cycle processes, Wallace is also suggesting 
friendship as a mechanism for solving parent problems.
CHAPTER III 
THE FIELD STUDY
The basic features of the field study are presented in this 
chapter. The first section describes the design; the second section 
presents the procedure or method of execution; and finally the third 
section describes the nature of the data analysis.
Section A 
Desi^ ffi
The central method of the field study consisted of collecting 
college student responses in regard to parental relationship problems 
as they were currently perceived. Specifically, these responses were 
college student ratings of statement items that pertained to parental 
problems. These ratings were applied to a scale that ranged from zero 
to four in increments of one; the resulting five categories are appro­
ximately described as follows:
0 - not at all
1 - slightly true
2 - moderately true
3 - more than moderately true
h - very much true
Judgment of the ratings was based on what degree the respondent ’felt 
that a given item was true of himself or herself and at least one of 
his (her) parents (choosing the parent of which it was most true).
The statements themselves consisted of problems statements about stu­
dents and their parents; these were derived from the literature in 
an attempt to approximate the spectrum of the problem areas.
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Theoretically, in order to test the hypothesis, a longitudinal 
study would have "been required, (in such case the same students would 
be measured in the freshman and senior year.) Since, however, time 
would not permit such a design, it became necessary from a practical 
standpoint to measure two different groups rather than a single group 
longitudinally. In actuality, then, the study was confined to measuring 
seniors and freshmen within the same calendar year (seniors at the end 
of the spring semester and freshmen at the beginning of the fall semester).
In determining the actual population to sample, two questions
arose: what type of college and what type of student family background
should be involved? I selected the College of William and Mary because 
it was conveniently my own environment and because I had already gained 
rapport with its students ’and faculty members prior to the interviews.
No distinction was considered necessary for specifying the family back­
ground as long as it existed in the modem western world just as the 
college population. Nevertheless, the resulting field study samples
essentially confined the family establishment to that of the middle
classand to the American society.
The sample sizes were initially set at £0 for each academic 
class, but because time ran out while interviewing the seniors, the 
samples sizes were accepted at J4.8 for each group. These samples were 
selected via simple-random sampling; that is, each student who qualified
"^Only three of the 96 students interviewed were in the upper- 
lower class stratum; and only one was considered in the upper class.
The remaining were classified as lower-middle, middle-middle, or upper- 
middle.
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had an equal chance of “being selected. In order to qualify as a re­
spondent the student had to be unmarried and not have transferred after 
the freshman year.
The interview schedule (Appendix) basically consisted of the 
following:
1. Background Information (Section I, Appendix)
2. Responses to Parent Problem Items
Section II of the schedule in the Appendix provides a form 
for recording the item responses. Table 2 (p. 22) lists the 
statements of the i+7 items that were administered.
3* Discussion Information (Section III, Appendix)
a) A discussion question about how elements of the college 
helped and/or hindered the student-parent relationship, 
particularly with respect to the transition to adulthood 
(seni ors only ).
b) Short answer questions about how the student perceived the 
change in the relationship while in college (seniors only).
c) Dichtotomous Parental Relationship Terms for describing 
how the student generally perceived the relationship.
Section B 
Procedure
Forty-eight unmarried seniors and forty-eight unmarried fresh­
men were selected by a random sampling of the students at the College 
of William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia. These students were in­
terviewed using the schedule in the Appendix. The seniors were mea­
sured during April and the first part of May, 1970* Of those seniors
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TABLE 2
LIST OF PARENT PROBLEM STATEMENT ITEMS
(used in administering section ii
OF THE SCHEDULE)
(1) My parent(s) and I differ in our thinking with regards to the 
value of certain activities, habits, and attitudes.
(2) My parent(s) set a high level of expectancy for my performance 
in college.
(3) My ideas and values conflict with those of my parent(s).
(1+) My parent(s) and I disagree on political issues.
(5>) My parent(s) and I differ on manners of religious beliefs.
(6) My standards and values of personal appearance, conduct, and 
health differ from those of my parent(s).
(7) I am inclined to accept the advice of some of my professors rather
than that of my parent(s).
(8) I would prefer more agreement between the ideas and values of my 
parent(s), peers, and professors.
(9) I miss the company of my parent(s).
(10) My parent(s) do not sufficiently value learning for its own sake.
(11) My parent(s) and I differ with regard to recreational choices.
(12) My parent(s) are pragmatic about a college education and fail to 
recognize the importance of liberal arts for other purposes.
(13) I feel certain loyalties or obligations with my parent(s) have
persisted too long.
(11+) For certain infringements I can expect some form of punishment 
from my parent(s).
(l5>) My parent(s) and I disagree on issues concerning personal appearances, 
habits, and manners.
(16) My parent(s) and I differ over the use of money.
(17) I have made friends of whom my parent(s) disapproved.
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TABLE 2 (Cont inued)
18) My religious faith is more realistic than that of my parent(s).
19) My parent(s) and I differ on matters of vocation and occupation.
20) My parent(s) and I differ on the purpose and value of a college 
education.
21) I have difficulty asking advice from my parent(s).
22) I anticipate intimidation if I differ with my parent(s) on some 
issue(s).
23) My parent(s) and I differ with regard to social choices.
2I4) My parent(s) try to establish too much authority over my actions.'
25) My parent(s) tend to be excessively concerned with my sexual morals.
26) My parent(s) try to make up for some of their failures through my 
successes.
27) My parent(s) and I disagree on issues concerning how I should spend 
my time.
28) My relations with my parent(s) are strained.
29) My parent(s) object to my not being active in the church.
30) My relations with my parent(s) are not close and happy.
31) My parent(s) insist that I be a "goody-goody."
32) I would prefer that my parent(s) were less socially distant from me 
than they are now.
33) 1 would prefer to be more socially separated from my parent(s) 
than I am now.
3U) I am not able to meet or see my parent(s) as often as I would like.
35) 1 have difficulty shifting to my own choices and standards indepen­
dently of my parent(s).
36) My relationship between me and my parent(s) is distant.
37) I am out of touch with my parent(s).
38) I feel estranged from my parent(s).
39) My parent(s) tend to be excessively concerned with my sexual morals.
2l+
TABLE 2 (Continued) _
(2+0) My parent(s) expect me home too often.
(Ill) The relationship between me and my parent(s) appears to be too 
emotional and intense.
(1+2) I feel over pressured by my parent(s) to perform well in college.
(i+3) My parent(s) seem too busy to write me.
(2+1+) My parent(s) and I do not agree on the adequacy of my grades.
(1+5) My parent(s) do not give me moral support for college.
(2+6) My parent(s) do not encourage me to learn to think for myself.
(1+7) My parent(s) talk down to me.
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who were originally drawn via the random sampling, the following 
were excluded:
1. Transfers who had entered The College of William and Mary 
after having spend at least one sophomore semester at another 
college.
2. Several seniors who could not be located.
3» One senior who failed to show up for a scheduled interview.
I}.. Nonlocal day students.
The freshmen were interviewed during October of 1970. All 
day students were excluded, so that the freshmen sample represented 
those living in dormitories exclusively. In contrast some of the 
senior sample lived elsewhere as follows:
1. Pour males lived off-campus (a privilege allowed only male 
seniors at that time).
2. One male lived at home.
3» Seven males lived in on-campus fraternities.
I4. Ten females lived in on-campus sororities.
Like the schedule, the resulting interviews consisted of 
three parts. The overall performance of these interviews will now 
be discussed.
1. Background Information (See Section I, Appendix)
With the exception of the McClosky conservatism scale^ back­
ground information was recorded by the interviewer (myself) while
questioning the respondent; the latter filled out the conservatism
scale.
p
This scale was supplied by Dr. Vernon H. Edmonds, Professor 
of Sociology, The College of William and Mary.
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2. Parent Problem Items (See Table 2, p. 22)
This information represented the hard core data that were 
necessary to arrive at profiles of the senior and freshmen 
parental relationship problems, as well as a means to test the 
hypothesis.
Each respondent was given a set of IBM cards (shuffled to 
make the items appear random) upon which had been printed problem 
statements about the respondent and his or her parents.-^ Placed 
before the respondent were five IBM cards with a number painted 
on each one. These numbers represented a continuum and ran from 
left to right as 0, 1, 2, 3» U*
The respondent was then told to pick an item card, one at 
a time and to classify the statement according to what degree it 
was true of himself or herself and at least one parent, choosing 
the parent of which it was most true. Generally the classifica­
tion numbers were described to the respondent as representing 
the categories "none" for 0, moderately for 2, and "very much" 
for 1+; the classifications 1 and 3 were simply described as lying
o
Originally in a pretest of 6 volunteer seniors (not part of 
the sample), 110 items were used; this number appeared to exhaust the 
pretest respondents, so that the number was reduced to 65 by keeping 
those items that seemed the most important on the basis of the pre­
test and of my own judgement. These 65 items were administered to 
the senior sample of 1+8 students; however, before measuring the fresh­
men, an attempted factor analysis of the senior respondents responses 
uncovered the fact that the maximum number of items that could enter 
into computing the factor estimates was equal to one less than the 
sample size, namely 1+7* This requirement coupled with the need to 
reduce the items to weed out those incompatible with the entering 
freshmen (some of the original 65 items contained statements that 
assumed college experience) resulted in 1+7 items as the final list 
for measuring the parent problems. Entering freshmen were then 
measured on these 1+7 items.
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between 0 and 2 and 2 and Ij., respectively. (The latter descrip- 
tion was adopted in order to produce as much equalness in the 
intervals between categories as possible.)
Most respondents seemed to perform this operation at a steady 
pace with little difficulty in making choices. Outstanding among 
those who did have difficulties were apparently two freshmen males 
who tended to score high on the conservatism scale and low on the 
parent problem items. If there was any tendency for any of the 
96 respondents to hide parent problems (problems of which the 
student may not even be fully conscious), it was probably high 
for these two, for their conservatism seemed to lead them to make 
conventionally "good11 answers.
3- Discussion Information (See Section III, Appendix)
This section was designed mainly for the seniors. It was 
dominated by a tape recorded session (seniors only) in which the 
respondent discussed the manner in which elements of the college 
experience affected, negatively and/or positively, his or her 
parental relationship, with an emphasis on the transition to 
adulthood. A list of the elements that the respondent might con­
sider in the discussion was placed before the student, but the 
respondent was under no obligation to use it. In fact he or she 
was encouraged to be simply reactive in order to get at the heart 
of any parental problems, the nature of the relationship change 
during college, and of course, how the college experience might 
have influenced the change, if any. It was an open ended question; 
from the answers it was hoped to explore further the subject matter 
and to gain some insights.
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A similar question was.also asked the freshmen, but this was 
not tape recorded, nor was it formally a part of the schedule.
It ..also has not become part of the analysis, yet the very exercise 
of asking questions lik^ "How did you get along with your brothers 
and sisters?,11 and "Did you enjoy high school?," was insightful 
in terms of the respondents* background. (Such discussions with 
the freshmen were briefly noted on paper to outline them but not 
rigidly to record them as in the case of the tape recorded seniors.)
In addition to the discussion question, the seniors were asked 
direct questions about the relationship change. This was intended 
to act as a check against the responses to the parent problem items.
Finally, at the very end of the schedule there was a list of 
relationship terms. Both seniors and freshmen were asked to check 
off these in order to see how they generally perceived the parental 
relationship.
The interviews with both seniors and freshmen were conducted 
with good rapport. Moreover, the variety with which the interviews 
were experienced by the student (verbally answering short questions, 
filling out a scale, classifying statement cards, participating in 
a discussion, and finally checking-off something oh paper) seemed to 
make the interviews rewarding to both interviewer and interviewee.
Section C 
Analysis of the DataA
Use of the IBM System/360 computer at the College of William 
and Mary made it possible to perform a substantial amount of data
^"Thanks goes to Mr. Pete Hoyle at the computer center for his 
invaluable suggestions in the statistical analysis, especially the 
factor analysis and estimates.
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analyses. The computed statistics included predominantly factor ana­
lysis and tests for differences between seniors and freshmen.
1. Factor Analysis of the Parent Problem Items
In order to study fundamental concepts of the parent prob­
lems, a factor analysis of the item data became necessary. Using 
only the senior responses to the parent problem items, a factor 
analysis was performed and concluded with the establishment of eleven 
factors being traced from the hi items. Further tracing of the factors 
seemed to yield negligible factors as well as diluting those already 
arrived at.
i
The significantly correlated items that contributed to each 
factor are exemplified by those listed for Factor 1 and 1+ (Table 6, 
p. i|8; Table 8, p. £2). The cut-off point for correlation signifi­
cance between variables (the items that is) and factors was set at 
the value of .306, since this appeared to provide .05 significance.
After the factors had been traced, estimates of the scores 
on these factors for each respondent were computed and then normalized; 
the latter forced the factor estimate scores to range from a minimum 
of zero to a maximum of four— just as the item variables ranged.
It should be noted that freshmen factor estimate scores were 
computed on the basis of multiple regression equations that had coef­
ficients computed from factor analysis of the senior responses to the
^The computation of factor estimate scores for a given factor 
permits the user to standardize the scores into final form. This re­
sults in an arbitrary mean and standard deviation (see Harman, 1967: 
35^)* Consequently, normalizing (transforming) the scores so that 
they range between two given values is justified.
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items. These coefficients in general are the same as the weight values 
used to weigh items of a given scale; a scale in this case is the same 
as a factor. In a word the seniors responses were used to establish 
the scales represented by the factors.
The final naming of the factors (see Tables 3*~^+ * PP* b3~bb) 
was based on trying to identify some concept which the items associated 
with a given factor seemed to jointly indicate. Some of the concepts 
seemed quite clear, whereas others were not so easily established, 
especially when distinguishing between two factors that seemed similar; 
this resulted in names like Alienation Type 1 (Factor l), Alienation 
Type 2 (Factor ll), Domination Type 1 (Factor Ij.), and Domination Type 2 
(Factor 8). Some social scientists claim that this part represents 
the guess work in factor analysis, but fortunately, even if the name 
of a given factor does not closely fit the items that describe it, 
the calculations of the estimate scores for further analysis are not 
contaminated.
The resulting normalized factor scores were then applied to 
outputing the following information;
/
a) Distribution Profiles of the Factors for Seniors and for
Freshmen. (For examples see Figures 1-3> PP«'35>, 38, b0,)
b) A Ranked Distribution of the Factors for Seniors and for
Freshmen. (Tables 3~bt PP« U3”M+)
c) Tests of Significant Differences for Each Factor between 
Various Groups. (For examples see Table 5> P« b&i Table 7»
p. 50.)
^See Me, ejt al. (1970), pp. 226-227 for a discussion of 
factor estimate scores acting in the same manner as scale scores.
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2. Item Analysis
As a follow up of the factor testing, individual parent prob­
lem items were also tested for significant t-test differences between 
various groups (seniors vs. freshmen, female seniors vs. female fresh­
men, and male seniors vs. male freshmen). A per cent summary of all 
items in which strong (p<.05>) and weak (pc.2£) significant differences 
occurred is shown in Table 9 (p. 55).
3. Respondent Descriptive Information
The background information in Section I and the checked-off 
information in Section III of the schedule (Appendix) were processed and 
described in terms of the frequency and proportion distribution of 
the categories in which each variable was defined. For example, sex 
was obviously distributed in terms of "male" and "female" categories, 
while curriculum major was more elaborately distributed in terms of 
the categories "humanities," "social sciences," "physical sciences," 
"education," and "business." Interval-type variables were divided 
into three categories representing three equal intervals between the 
maximum and minimum values of the given variable as found in the 
senior-freshmen samples combined. For example, the socio-economic
H
status (SES) index of the respondent ranged from 2.5 to 6.5* This 
resulted in the three categories 3.16, l*»5lj and 5*86 with an inter­
val value of 1.35*
7
SES index scores were computed using a weighted combination 
of father’s occupation, father's education, and family income. The 
weights were obtained through a factor analysis of these SES-type 
variables. (See Nie, et al. (l970), pp. 226-227, for a discussion 
of how weights for a given scale are obtained through factor analysis.)
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The descriptive information (with the exception of the senior 
only variables such as grade point average and Table 10, Chapter IV, 
information) was mainly intended for comparisons between seniors and 
freshmen in terms of significant differences, especially in those 
things (such as SES) that were not thought to be appreciably affected 
by the college experience. When the descriptive.variable measured 
seniors only, the objective was simply to get a picture (distribution) 
profile. Table 10 (p. 57) exemplifies the latter.
With the exception of Table 10, space does not permit the 
presentation of the descriptive information in table form. The impor­
tant results, however, that specifically apply to this thesis are re­
ported in the next chapter.
Analysis of the Tape Recordings
Originally, the tape recordings were intended for analyzing 
the elements of the student’s college experience that affected the 
student-parent relationship. However, due to the loss of these tape 
recordings before all of them could be recorded in typing, this ob­
jective was abandoned. Nevertheless, since seventeen out of the 
twenty-three sampled senior females were put into typing, there re­
mained sufficient information at least to report the findings of five 
atypical co-ed seniors.
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF THE FIELD STUDY
This chapter presents the results of the field study data 
analysis and is divided into four sections. Section A describes 
the senior and freshmen distribution profiles of the eleven Parent 
Problem Factors discovered in the factor analysis. This description 
is given both in terms of individual frequency polygon-type distri­
bution graphs and in terms of their ranks based on average scores. 
Section B presents the results of testing for differences between 
the seniors and freshmen both for the factors and for the indivi­
dual items used to measure the factors."^ Section C describes the 
results of comparing seniors and freshmen on descriptive background 
variables when sex is controlled. Section D reports the results 
of analyzing the Dichotomous Parental Relationship Terms. The in­
formation presented in this chapter is then discussed in the next 
chapter.
Section A
Profiles of the Parent Problem 
Factor Distributions
The profiles of the eleven Parent Problem Factors that emerged 
from the factor analysis are displayed in frequency polygon-type
4 n  order to economize space, only sample frequency polygon- 
type distributions and sample tables of significant difference tests 
have been included. The remaining figures and tables are available 
upon request.
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3k
distributions as exemplified in Figures 1-3 (PP* 35> 38, i+0)» These 
distribution profiles, divided into twelve intervals and ranging 
from the values zero to four just as the individual items, are pre­
sented in pairs in which the profiles for the seniors occur on one 
page and those of the freshmen are on the next.
Remembering now that a given factor is made up of those items 
that cluster significantly about it (for example, see Table 6, p. ijS 
for items used to measure Factor l), let us observe the apparent cen­
tral tendencies of each factor. Factor 1 (Alienation Type Is see
Figure 1, p. 35) appears centrally located to the far left; that is,
2
the responses to this factor appear very low — -for both seniors and
3
freshmen. Similarly, but not quite as low, is the distribution of 
Factor 11 (Alienation Type 2). Both appear to have their mode located 
at the lowest category and both appear sharply skewed to the right, 
particularly Factor 1.
Situated away from the lowest region of the graph, but still 
centrally located well in the lower categories^- of the graph appear to 
be Factors 2, 7, 8, 9,. and 10 (High Pressure for Achievement from 
Parent(s); Parent(s) Missed; Domination Type 2; Conflict in Manners 
of Religious Beliefs and Morals; and Disagreement on the Goals Pertaining
p
"Low" here is roughly in the vicinity of the 1st and 2nd 
categories- of the frequency distributions. These two categories 
range from 0 to .67*
-^ "Not quite as low" takes in the 2nd and 3rd categories 
(ranging from .33 "to 1.00).
^These categories include roughly the 3rd and i|th intervals 
of the distribution graphs; they range from .67 to 1.33*
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to Vocation, Education, and Learning), while approaching more to the 
center of the scale appear to he Factors 3» 5>» and 6 (Parental Disagree­
ment on Political/Social Issues and Choices; Disagreement on Manners
of Activities and Habits; Conflict over Independent Adoption of Ideas,
d
Values, Choices, and Standards).
Factor Ij. (Domination Type Is See Figure 2, p. 38) shows no 
obvious central tendency that is similar for seniors and freshmen as 
did the other factors; the senior distribution for Factor 2| appears 
centrally located to the left of center, while the freshmen profile 
dominates more of the central region of the graph.
Finally, Figure 3 (p- ^0)> which shows the profiles of the 
Average Factor Scores, gives the impression that centralization of 
the factors, overall, occurs midway between the center and the left, 
or more precisely— slightly greater than the score of 1.0 (weighted 
medians of both groups equals 1.07).^ In a word, the Figure 3 dis­
tributions for the seniors and freshmen appear closely matched.
Exactly for both groups, I4I.67& of the distribution represents scores 
less than 1.0 (that is, are classified in the lower three in­
terval categories of the distribution). This percentage is interestingly 
comparable to the findings of Zweig (1963* see the first part of .Chapter
^These highest scoring factors appear to be centrally located 
about the £th and 6th categories (ranging from 1.33 to 2.00).
°Central tendency is here based on the medians of the seniors 
and freshmen (l.08 and 1.06, respectively), rather than the means, 
since both distributions are skewed. The standard deviation of .£0 
is readily obtained from weighing .1+9 and «5>1, the standard devia­
tions of the two distributions.
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II of this thesis), in which 2+0fo of the Oxford sample of 102 declared
their parental relationship to be close and happy.
The factor ranked distribution (based on the average scores
of each factor) are presented in Tables 3 and 1+ (pp. I4.3—JL+JLj.) for the
seniors and freshmen, respectively. Ranging from average scores of 
l.Qk to l-i+2 in descending rank, Factors 5> 3> and 4 represent the 
top four in the senior sample (Table 3); while the same factors in 
the slightly different sequence of Ij., 5, 3> and 6 (ranging from 1.7^ 
to l»3h fa descending order) represent the top four for the freshmen 
sample (Table 1+). The only difference in the sequence between the 
two groups is of course the position of Factor I* (Domination Type l), 
which drops from first place to fourth place going from freshmen to 
seniors.
Looking now at the two alienation factors (l and ll), we see 
that these two hug the bottom of the distribution in both groups. 
Within each sample these two factors have almost identical average 
scores (.63 and .61, respectively in Table 3> and -8I4. and .88 in 
Table 1+), so that they come very close to tieing for last place, 
regardless of the college class.
Factor 9 (religious type problems) remains in 5 th place for 
both groups, while the remaining ranks of 6, 7> 8* and 9 are held for 
seniors by Factors 10, 8, 7> and 2 (ranging from 1.09 to .95) and for 
freshmen by Factors 7> 8, 10> and 12 (ranging from 1.18 to *9l)* Just 
as with the top four factors, these factors are the same for both 
groups but in a different order. Here the important shift is Factor 
7 (Parent(s) Missed), which drops from 6th place among the-freshmen 
to 8th place among the seniors.
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TABLE 3
PARENT PROBLEM FACTORS RANKED BY AVERAGE SCORES* 
FOR SENIORS ONLY
Rank IB# Factor Name Aver.
Score
Distribution of 
Category Frequencies 
and Proportions
(o ) (1) ( 2) (3 ) (W
1 Disagreement on Matters of 
Activities and Habits
1 . 8I4. 7
.15
16 
• 33
12
.2 5
9
.19
1*
.08
2 3 Parental Disagreement on 
Political/Social Issues 
and Choices
1.68 5
.10
17 
• 35
00 
CO 
r
-
\
c
r
\
 
♦
1*
.08
' 1* 
.08
3 6 Conflict over Independent 
Adoption of Ideas, Values, 
Choices and Standards
1.1*5 8
.17
26
•51*
10
.21
3
.06
1
.02
b h Domination Type 1 (Student 
Accepts Domination)
1. 1+2 9
.19
23
.1+8
10
.21
6
.1 3
0
.00
5 9 Conflict in Matters of 
Religious Beliefs and Morals
1 . 11+ 21
. 1+1+
13
.27
7
.15
6
.1 3
1
.02
6 10 Disagreement on Goals and 
and Values Pertaining to 
Vocat, Educat, and Learning
1.09 20
.1*2
15 
• 31
9
.19
1*
.08
0
.00
7 8 Domination Type 2 (Student 
Rebels Against Domination)
1.02
O 
C\J 
CM
•
19
.1+0
6
.1 3
3
.06
0
.00
8 7 Parent(s) Missed • 99 22
.1+6
17
• 35
7
.15
2
.01+
0
.00
9 2 High Pressure for Achievement 
From Parent(s)
• 95 23
.1+8
16 
• 33
8
.17
1
.02
0
.00
10 11 Alienation Type 2 (Lack of 
Proper Parental Concern)
.88 27 
• 56
12
.25
8
.17
1
.02
0
.00
11 1 Alienation Type 1 (Conflict 
in Nature)
.81+ 31 
. 65
6
.13
6
.1 3
1*
.08
1
.02
*The Factor Scores range from zero to four just as the scores of the 
individual parent problem item scores range. The distribution infor­
mation provides the frequencies and proportions of individual scores 
which have been classified into the categories 0, 1, 2, 3, 1+.
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TABLE h
PARENT PROBLEM FACTORS RANKED BY AVERAGE SCORES* 
FOR FRESHMEN ONLY
Rank Factor Name Aver.
Score
Disi
Cate
And
iribution of 
igory Frequencies 
Proportions
(0) (1) (2) (3) (k)
1 k Domination Type 1 (Student 
Accepts Domination)
1-7U 0
.00
19
.2+0
25
.52
3
.06
1
.02
2 5 Disagreement on Matters of 
Activities and Habits
1.73 5
.10
22
.I46
13
.27
3 
• 06
5
.10
3 3 Parental Disagreement on 
Political/Social Issues 
and Choices
1.59 5
.10
23 
. JLj.8
lb
.29
5
.10
1
.02
k 6 Conflict over Independent 
Adoption of Ideas, Values, 
Choices, and Standards
1.31+ 7
.15
28 
• 58
12
.25
1
.02
0
.00
5 9 Conflict in Matters of 
Religious Beliefs and Morals
1.28 15
>•31
17
•35
10
.21
h
.08
2
.ok
6 7 Parent(s) Missed 1.18 20
-h2
15
.31
8
.17
5
.10
0
.00
7 8 Domination Type 2 (Student 
Rebels Against Domination)
1.06 23
-.2*8
Ik
.29
8
.17
2
.01+
1
.02
8 10 Disagreement on Goals and 
Values Pertaining to Vocat, 
Educat, and Learning
.91 23
.2|8
15
.31
9
.19
1
.02
0
.00
9 2 High Pressure for Achievement 
from Parent(s)
.91 25
.52
18 
• 38
3
.06
1
.02
1
.02
10 1 Alienation Type 1 (Conflict 
in Nature)
.63 37 
• 77
7
.15
3
.06
1
.02
0
.00
11 11 Alienation Type 2 (Lack of 
Proper Parental Concern)
.61 3k
•71
11
•23
3
. 06
0
.00
0
.00
* The factor scores range from zero to four just as the scores of the 
individual parent problem item scores range. The distribution infor­
mation provides the frequencies and proportions of individual scores 
which have been classified into the categories 0, 1, 2, 3> k»
U5
In a word, the rankings in Tables 3 and b appear to be 
strongly correlated— and they are to the tune of . 88I4. (Spearman 
Rho).
Section B
Differences between Senior and Freshman 
Parent Problem Profiles
Prom the results of Section A above there are indications 
that for the most part essentially no differences exist between the 
senior and freshmen "parent-problem profiles." This is apparent both 
from an inspection of the frequency distributions and from a ranked 
correlation between Tables 3 and I4 (pp. b3~Ub) that pushes the value 
of .9* If this is true, then the hypothesis for the most part fails 
to be verified; if anything, the null hypothesis would appear to be 
substantiated. Let us now turn to tests of significant differences 
in order to establish a firmer demonstration of this tendency.
Such tests have been compiled and displayed into tables that 
indicate significant differences between seniors and freshmen and be­
tween subgroups (female seniors vs. female freshmen and male seniors 
vs. male freshmen). These tables are exemplified by Tables £ and 7 
(pp. 1+6 and 5>o). Significance tests in these tables are based on an 
analysis of variance between means (P-test), t-tests between medians, 
and Z-tests between proportions corresponding to five categories (0, 1, 
2, 3, b) of the factor distributions. Presented in tables exemplified 
by Tables 6 and 8 (pp. 1|8 and $2) are the significant values for t-tests 
between the means for each individual item that contributed to the 
calculation of the factors.
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TABLE 6
ITEMS USED TO COMPUTE SCORES OP FACTOR # 1* 
(ALIENATION TYPE Is CONFLICT IN NATURE)
Rank Correl
With
Factor
Item Statement T-Test Significance For 
Differences Between 
Senior/Freshmen Average 
Item Scores** (Based on 
Two Tail Test)
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
N1=l|8
N2=U8
N1=23
N2=20
N1=25
N2=28
1 .88779 I am out of touch with my 
parent(s). P<.1
2 .8103 My relationship between me 
and my parent(s) is distant.
P*.l P=.02
3 .786I4J4 Fly relations with my 
parent(s) are strained.
P<.25 p<.o5
b .73^27 My relations with my 
parent(s) are not close 
and happy.
P<.02 p <o5 P< 2
5 .69016 I feel estranged from my 
parent(s).
p ^2
6 .53676 My parent(s) tend to be ex­
cessively concerned with my 
sexual morals.
P <• 2-
7 .1+8372 My ideas and values conflict 
with those of my parent(s).
8 .1+1*6 95 My parent(s) expect me home 
too often.
9 .1+3971+ I anticipate intimidation if 
I differ with my parent(s) on 
some issues.
P<.2-
10 .1+31+33 I feel certain loyalties or 
obligations with my parent(s) 
have persisted too long.
p<.o5 P^05
* Items are in ranked order; the higher the absolute correlation with 
the factor, the higher the rank; the weight which each item contri­
butes to a given factor score is proportional to the square of its 
correlation with the factor.
**No entries imply no significance; N1=# of seniors, N2=// of freshmen; 
negative sign means senior average less than freshmen average.
b9
TABLE 6 (CONTINUED)
Rank Correl
With
Factor
Item Statement I-Test Significance For 
Differences Between 
Senior/Freshmen Average 
Item Scores** (Based on 
Pwo Tail Test)
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
—
N1 =1+8 
KT2=U8
N1=23
N2=20
N1-25
N2=28
11 .4233 My parent(s) are pragmatic 
about a college education 
and fail to recognize the 
importance of liberal arts 
for other purposes.
K  .1
12 .3955 My parent(s) talk down to 
me.
13 .392 I am inclined to accept the 
advice of some of my pro­
fessors rather than that of 
my parent(s).
P <02 P< .2 P <05
lU • 3 51A5 I have difficulty asking 
advise from my parent(s).
.33151 The relationships between 
me and my parent(s) appears 
to be too emotional and 
intense.
P< . 25
16 •3157^ My parent(s) and I differ 
on matters of religious 
beliefs.
17 .31386 My religious faith is more 
realistic than that of my 
parent(s).
* Items are in ranked order; the higher the absolute correlation with 
the factor, the higher the rank; the..weight which each item contri­
butes to a given factor score is proportional to the square of its 
correlation with the factor.
**No entries imply no significance; N1=# of seniors, N2=# of freshmen; 
negative sign means senior average less than freshmen average.
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TABLE 8
ITEMS USED TO COMPUTE SCORES OF FACTOR # 1** 
(DOMINATION TYPE 1: STUDENT ACCEPTS DOMINATION)
Rank Correl
With
Factor
Item Statement T-Test Significance For 
Differences Between 
3enior/Freshmen Average 
Item Scores** (Based on 
Two Tail Test)
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
11=14.8
12=1|8
N1=23
N2=20
N1=25
N2=28
1 • -7377 For certain infringements I 
expect some form of punish­
ment from my parent(s).
P<.001- P< .075. B: .001-
2 . 6I|08 The relationship between me 
and my parent(s) appears to 
be too emotional and intense,.
P<.25
3 -.5788 I would prefer to be more 
socially separated from my 
parent(s) than I am now.
K  .2 P< .2
h • 37U2 My parent(s) and I disagree 
over my date/mate selections.
P<.1-
5 - .3 2 8 3 I would prefer more agreement 
between the ideas and values 
of my parent(s), peers, and 
profs.
6 .3202 My parent(s) talk down to me.
* Items are in ranked order; the higher the absolute correlation with the 
factor, the higher the rank; the weight which each item contributes to 
a given factor score is proportional to the square of its correlation 
with the factor.
**No entries imply no significance; N1=# of seniors, N2=# of freshmen; 
negative sign means senior average less than freshmen average.
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The one and only M g  difference both in terms of the magni­
tude and the significance, occurs with Factor 1+ (Dominance Type l); 
this should have been evident from inspecting and comparing the two 
profiles in Figure 2 (p. 38)- It is, however, upon looking at Table 7 
(p« ^l) tkat we see this to be true for males but not for females. 
Consequently, sex is interactive for Factor If.; this results in the 
differences between the seniors and freshmen becoming more pronounced 
when only the male subgroups are compared. In such a case, the mean 
of Factor for the male subgroups shifts from 1.79 (freshmen males)' 
to 1.28 (senior males--p<.001); the difference here of .51 reflects 
approximately one standard deviation. With the exception of the 
zero category (p<.15> between proportions), there are no significant 
differences between the female subgroups (again see Table 5> P« k&)•
Inspection of Table 8 (p. 52) reveals the first item ("For
certain infringements I can expect some form of punishment from my
parents") as the most distinguishing item between the two male sub™
7
groups (p<.001-). For the females, if anything, this differs 
(p<.075) SO as to increase rather than decrease by the senior year.
Considering now the situation suggested by the latter, namely 
the increase rather than the decrease of the factor responses by the 
senior year, we see such results with Factor 1 (Alienation Type l) 
and Factor 2 (Alienation Type 2-™p~.05) and weakly significant Factor 
10 (Disagreement on Goals and Values Pertaining to Vocation, Education, 
and Ieaming— p<.2£); here it is the female subgroup difference that
^The sign denotes the direction of the difference and is 
associated with item p values only; a negative sign indicates that 
the senior mean for the given item, is less than the freshmen, and a 
positive sign (assumed by the absence of any sign) indicates the 
opposite.
Sk
predominates— completely so for Factor 1 and more than its share for 
Factor 11, while Factor 10 is also applicable only to the females.
Whatever the case, the main and salient observation is of 
course the lack of significant differences altogether. Factors 2,
3, 5>, 6, and 8 show essentially none at all, while those already in­
dicated above are often weakly different (either in the significance 
value or the difference itself) as well as being frequently confined 
to only one sex.
The lack of differences can even be seen in the significant 
differences between individual items themselves as summed up in 
Table 9 (p» 55) of this chapter. With both sexes combined only iy/o 
of the items showed strong p values for the differences (p<*05); even 
permitting the significance to be weak (p<.2£), only 37% showed any 
difference. When sex is controlled, only 10.9% of the items for fe­
males and 8.7% of the items for males are significantly different at 
the . 05 level.
Considering now the sign of the differences in Table 9 (p» 55 )» 
positive differences (indicating an increase by the senior year) win 
out over negative differences (indicating a decrease by the senior 
year), whether sex is controlled or uncontrolled; and, just as indi­
cated by the factors, the females respond with higher positive dif­
ferences than males (at a ratio of about three to one for both 
weakly [p<*25] and strongly [p<.05] significantly differing items). 
Succinctly put, whether one considers items or factors, the females 
appear to have an increase in parent problems by their senior year, 
although the actual change is not very large. This is probably best
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reflected by Factor 1 (Alienation Type 1-)® where the mean of the fe­
males shifts from .1*2 to .80 (with .6£ as the average standard devia­
tion for the two subgroups and p<.08), while the males show absolutely 
no significant differences— whether it be between means, medians, or 
proportions!
Yet when college seniors were asked about the parental rela­
tionship change since entering college, 69% said it has improved, 
while only 22% indicated some form of degeneration (see Table 10, 
p. 3>7); of the 69% who said it had improved, 5>8% said it had either 
"improved very much1 or "improved moderately." "No change" was in­
dicated by a meager 8% (1* cases) of the total.
Aside from the fact that 81*% of those who reported change 
considered the college experience a major influence upon the change, 
the results of Table 10 appear to be contrary to that obtained when 
comparing freshmen and seniors on most factors and items. We thus 
might question the authenticity of the two samples to be sufficiently 
representative for simulating a longitudinal study; that is, excluding 
the effects of the college environment and the age difference, are 
the two samples sufficiently matched in background to be considered 
representative of the same group of students before and after college?
®It is this factor that was probably the most accurately 
estimated; seventeen items (see Table 6, p. 1*8) were used to esti­
mate its score for each respondent, while Factor 10 (the factor 
that came closest to using this number) involved only thirteen 
items.
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TABLE 10
SENIOR RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ABOUT PARENTAL RELATIONSHIP 
IMPROVEMENT SINCE ENTERING COLLEGE*
Has relationship improved since entering college?
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
Yes
(33)
.69
(17) 
• 71*
(50
.61*
No
(15)
.31
( 6) 
.26
( 9)
•  36
Total
0
 
00 
0
 
-d" 
•
(23)
• 1.00
(230
1.00
To what degree has the relationship changed?
Both Females Males
Sexes Only Only
(11) ( 7) ( h)
Very Much Improved •23 .30 .16
( 8) (3) ( 5)
Moderately Improved .17 .13 .20
(lit) ( 7) - ( 7)
Slightly Improved • 29 .30 .28
( U) ( 2) ( 2)
No Change .08 .09 .08
( h) ( 1) ( 3)
Slightly Degenerated .08 .ou .12
( 5) ( 3) ( 2)
Moderately Degenerated .10 .13 .08
( 2) ( 0) ( 2)
Very Much Degenerated .ob .00 .08
m (23) (25)
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00
* Responses are in terms of frequencies (in parentheses) and propor­
tions (located below frequencies).
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TABLE 10 (CONTINUED)
Has the college experience “been a major influence on the change? 
(Respondents with no change excluded)
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
(37) (19) (18)
Yes .8i| .•90 .78
( 7) ( 2) ( 5)
No .16 .10 .22
m (21) (23)
Total ’ 1.00 1.00 1.00
Has the college experience been the major influence on the change? 
(Respondents with no change excluded)
Both
Sexes
Females
Only
Males
Only
(30) (16) (1 4 )
Yes .68 • 76 .61
(14) ( 5) ( 9)
No • 32 .24 • 39
(4 4 ) (21) (23)
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00
* Responses are in terms of frequencies (in parentheses) and propor­
tions (located below frequencies).
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Section C
Comparing Descriptive Profiles 
of the Two Samples
A comparative analysis of the descriptive background infor­
mation (Section I of the Appendix: Background Information) should shed 
some light on the preceding question of Section B. Because there ap­
pears to be some disparity between the. factor responses of the sexes, 
sex is controlled while making this comparison.
Starting with the senior females versus the freshmen females, 
we note considerable resemblance between the two subgroups. This is 
summarized by pointing out the few places where there are a lack of 
background likenesses. First an outstanding and important signifi­
cant difference appears in the parental configuration: 82.6% (19 )^
of the senior females had their original two parents (that is, for 
these respondents there were no incidents of parental divorce, separa­
tion, or death), while the freshmen females scored 100% (20) on this 
category (p<;*05>).^
A second big difference between female subgroups occurs with 
the sex of the second bom: 5 2.2% (12) of the senior females came
from homes with female second boms, while SQP/o (l8) of the freshmen 
females indicated this category for the second bom. (Also signifi­
cantly different, but not nearly as great, are the distributions of
-'An integer in parenthesis after a percentage represents the 
frequency of that percentage.
■^Unless indicated otherwise, a p value signifies significance 
between proportions and is based on a one-tail test.
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the first horn (100% [23] vs. 90% [l8]— p<.075*11) Similarly, approaching 
significance hut having little difference strength is the female class 
difference for average age of the first horn (22 years vs. 21+.3 years) 
and the second horn (19 years vs. 20.8 years).
Comparing curriculum profiles of the two female subgroups, 
we find that if the academic fields are divided into "physical sciences," 
"humanities," "education," "business," and "social sciences," there are 
no significant differences between proportions except in the "humanities" 
(57% [l3] vs. 35% [7]) ’and in "business" (0% vs. 10% [2]— p<.075)«
Similarly, a comparison between female subgroups on motherfs
occupational classification reveals significant disagreement in only 
12the top category (the "professions": 13% [3] vs. 0%— P<«05)« Also 
similar, but stronger in difference, is that between father’s religious 
acti venesst he "moderately active" ca.tegory (13% [3] vs. 35% [7]
— p<.05) and "nonactive" category (30.1+% [17] vs. 5% [l]— P<*05); while 
mother’s religious activeness differed only in the "occasionally active" 
category (26% [6] vs. 0%— p<.075)*
Finally, both the variables "parent with whom the respondent 
interacts with the most" (out of the categories "father," "mother,"
•^Hereafter the statistical comparison is summarized in par­
enthesis; the first statistic (to the left of "vs.") represents the 
seniors, and the second statistic (to the right of "vs."), the freshmen.
12Four categories are used, of which housewife is treated 
as a separate category.
-^Activeness is divided into "active" (attends church at least 
once a week), "moderately active" (attends at least once a month), 
"occasionally active" (attends a few times a year), and "nonactive"
(never attends).
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and "both” there is significant difference for the first category 
only: lj# [3] vs. 0%--p <l) and "parent who influences the respon­
dent the most" (which has a significant difference for the "mother" 
only; 60.9% [lU] vs. h^ /o [8]—-p<.l) indicate both a moderately weak 
significance and difference magnitude; even then such a difference 
applies to only one category.
Aside from the above mentioned discrepancies, the female 
senior and freshman samples have no significant differences on the 
background variables of Section I, Appendix (the schedule) that 
should not have been affected by-the college environment or by age 
difference.Most noteworthy in the agreement of the females is 
socio-economic status: neither father’s occupation, father’s educa­
tion, family income, nor the resulting SES scores (based on the former 
three variables) show any significant differences between the female 
subgroups whatsoever.
The following variables are significantly different but 
followed the expected trend that should have resulted either from 
college or age difference:
Number of Different Residences
"(Mean of vs. 5>.6£— p<.009; different dorm rooms represent
separate residences.)
2. Respondent’s Religious Activeness
(Senior females are significantly lower in the "moderately 
active" category (l3^ > [3] vs. 3S% [?]— -p < 0£) and higher in 
the "nonactive" category (30.1$o [7 J vs. [l]— p<.0§).
3. Current Involvement with the Opposite Sex 
"(Mean of 2.13 vs. .90—rp< .005>7) "
Variables that should have shifted significantly by the senior 
year of the females but did not are McClosky conservatism and preferences 
^or N.S. president. Here, due to the effects of a liberal education, the 
senior females would have been expected to score less conservatively than 
the freshmen females, but such is not the case here, for there are no sig­
nificant differences for either variable. This is probably due to the 
relatively small liberalizing influence of the College of William and Mary 
and to the traditionally high academic standard for co-ed admission to the
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Turning now to the male descriptive profiles, we find essen­
tially the same resemblences between male subgroups in all except 
three as follows:
1. Socio-Economic Status
(Mean of U.U6 vs. 5*22, or something like "middle-middle” vs. 
"middle-upper”— p<.01)
2. Religious Denomination
a) Respondent ("fundamental" category: 21±% vs. 7% [2]— p<.05; 
"liberal" category: lj.8% [l2~| vs. 68% [l9]— -075; 
"catholic": 8% [2] vs. 21% [6].— >p<.l)
b) Respondent's Father ("fundamental" category: 28% [7] vs.
11% [3]— p<.0£; "liberal" category: Uh% [l] vs. 6)4% [l9]
— P<.075)
c) Respondent's Mother ("fundamental" category only: 28% [7] 
vs. 11% [3]— p<.0£)
3. Political/Conservatism Measurements
(60% of the senior males would have voted for Eugene McCarthy, 
while 68% [19] of the freshmen males would have voted for 
Richard Nixon; McClosky conservatism scores resulted in a mean 
of -1.8 vs. -.92, or something like "moderate" vs<,‘ "slight" 
disagreement with conservative statements--p <.005>. )
Of these three, the first two yield unexpected results and 
constitute probably the major setback to assuming a simulated longi­
tudinal study of the males, while the latter is expected as a conse­
quence of the college experience.
Section D
General Perception of the Parental Relationship
Scores on the Dichotomous Parental Relationship Terms (see 
Appendix, last page) are now discussed. These eight terms were checked
College; this latter tendency is reflected in the grade point average 
mean of 2.0 for the senior females against 1.7 for the senior males in 
the sample--p<.01.
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off by each respondent so as to select either the left-hand category 
(given a score of one) or the right-hand category (given a score of 
two). These terms, collectively, were meant to measure one general 
factor which might be roughly identified as the ’’social distance" factor 
of the relationship. Measured by averaging the eight terms, this con­
cept results in showing differences between both the female subgroups 
(mean of 1.52 vs. I.38— p<»05) and the male subgroups (mean of 1.62 
vs. l*i|3— p< *005)• ^  This means that both subgroups (more so for 
males than for females) shift from left to right in becoming seniors 
or in a word become more socially distant from their parents— at least 
as far as their perception of the relationship.
Turning now to individual terms, we find that when statistical 
significance between proportions are calculated, both sexes are signi­
ficantly different and higher in the senior year on the. terms "regulative/ 
permissive,’’ "parent dominating/parent nondominating," and "dependent/ 
independent."*^ Grouped together, these three terms appear to resemble 
Factor 1| (Domination Type l). On the remaining terms for which there 
are significant differences, sex becomes a function. Only males are 
different on the "emotional/unemotional" term/28/ [7] vs. 6I4..3^  [18] 
chose the "emotional" category which leaves 72/ [l8] vs. 35.7/o [10] 
choosing the "unemotional" category— *p<.0l). Only females differ on 
the discordant/harmonious term (Ijfo [3 ]vs. 0/ chose "discordant"; the
■*-5of the right dichotomous terms, the "discordant-harmonious" 
term seems least to represent the "social distance" concept; however, 
its inclusion has a negligible contaminating affect on the value of 
the "social distance" mean.
l6Vith the exception of the second term where the females 
have a p<.l, all other cases register a p <05 at the very most.
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remaining 87/ [20] vs. 100/ chose "harmonious"— p<«05). It should be 
noted that this latter subgroup difference is the only case where there 
is a shift from right to left on the terms as the student becomes a 
senior (that is a shift from the categories on the right-hand side 
to those on the left-hand side of the Appendix, last page). Further­
more, cross examination of the responses shows the three "discordant" 
relationship females to be the three extreme females on the Average 
Factor Scores discussed in Section A of this chapter.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The discussion is presented in three parts. The first part 
discusses the discrepancies that were uncovered from the results in 
the previous chapter. The second part looks at the Parent Problem 
Factors as a whole without class consideration. In doing so it 
clusters the factors into three broad concepts and discusses the 
percentages of those students who responded at least slightly in each 
of these areas. The third part focuses on the students in depth by- 
presenting parts of the taped recorded sessions. Even though all 
the taped recordings had been lost, those of the five senior females 
who scored highest on Factor 1 (Alienation Type l) had fortunately- 
been recorded in typing before the general loss of the physical tapes 
themselves. It is these five that are specifically focused upon in 
this chapter.
We begin the discussion with resolving, at least in part, 
the basic discrepancies that may affect the interpretation of the 
data as described in the previous chapter.
First, returning to the results of Section C (Chapter IV), 
there appears to be a reasonably good matching of the female senior/ 
freshmen background— particularly so for socio-economic status (SES) 
and the variables used to measure it. The males on the other hand 
are similarly matched on everything except SES and religious denomina­
tional affiliation. Thus, when comparing senior/freshmen groups for
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change, particularly when controlling for sex, the differences between 
males should perhaps be considered not as seriously as that between 
females. Yet because the female seniors correlate .92 with the male 
seniors and the female freshmen correlate .93 with the male freshmen 
(Spearman Eho) on the ranks of the factors, there is reason to believe 
that the background discrepancies between the male subgroups do not 
drastically affect the assumption of a simulated longitudinal study 
of this sex.
Second, the discrepancies between the senior/freshmen Parent 
Problem Factor differences of Section B (Chapter IT) and the results 
of Table 10 (p. 57) require some explanation. Observe first that the 
results of Table 10 appear more in line with the findings of Zweig 
(1963) and Connor, et al. (l95U)— see first part of Chapter II of this 
thesis— than with the factor comparisons of Section B. Now consider 
second the fact that the results of Zweig and Connor were obtained 
in the same manner that Table 10 responses were gathered, namely by 
asking the student to describe change (or at least to describe the 
situation before and after in the case of Connor, et_ al.— see Table 1, 
p. ll). In this mode of responding, the students would seem more 
likely to contaminate the responses with conventionalization than in 
the case where isolated groups respond to the present situation without 
reference to change (as occurs with measuring freshmen and seniors 
separately on the factors). Furthermore, the overall improvement in 
the parent-student relationship during college as indicated in Table 
10 may be reflecting only one;or two parent problem factors, for the 
author frequently heard "gaining independence" as the predominate 
reason for responding "yes" to the question, "Has the relationship
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improved since entering college?” (see Table 10). This is further 
substantiated by the fact that the Dichotomous Parent Relationship 
Terms (as reported in Section D, Chapter IV) shifted significantly 
to the "parent nondominating," "permissive," and "independent" poles 
of these two-category-type terms in going from freshmen to seniors. 
Finally, we note a similar decrease in the responses to Factor I4 
(Domination Type l)
It may be then that the results of Table 10 (p. 57) indi­
cative, primarily, of gaining independence (or put another way, a re­
duction in the dominance of the parents). If this is so, then there 
is more compatibility between the results of Table 5 an.d the Parent 
Problem Factor differences than it originally appeared. Whatever 
the case senior student responses in Table 10 do not lead to the 
insights of the factor responses (and item responses for that manner) 
and appear to cover up the picture in depth as well as being vulner­
able to conventional responses.
Discussion now shifts to the Parent Problem Factors them­
selves. Since the results of Section B, Chapter IV indicate negligible 
differences between freshmen and seniors on most factors, it should be
-^ -This factor was established to be interactive with sex (see 
Section B, Chapter IV) so that it applies more to males than to fe­
males when comparing differences. Yet closer inspection of Table 5j> 
p. i|6 shows one category (the zero category) to be weakly signifi­
cantly different (p<.l5) between female subgroups on Factor 1+. Pro­
bably even more important is the fact that Factor h shifts from 
first to fourth place for the females as they become seniors (see 
ranks of Factor I4., Table 5> P- U6). Certainly then, the relative 
importance of this factor for the females drops appreciably by the 
end of the senior year, if not the actual value of the central ten­
dency.
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of interest to concentrate on the factor profiles of the youth as a 
whole while disregarding for the most part the academic class. The 
results of Section A, Chapter IV show the rankings of the factors 
(Tables 3 and. 1|., pp. 1+3-UU) to cluster at the top half for the same 
five factors, regardless of academic class. The only shift among 
these factors is Factor Ij. (Domination Type l), and this has already 
been discussed.
Inspection of the remaining top four factors (again see Tables 
3 and i|) appear to show a trend; they seem to cluster about a major 
concept, which, at the expense of possibly over simplifying things,
I wish to call "value conflict."
If we now consider the percent for which the respondents are 
classified as experiencing at least slightly a given Parent Problem 
Factor (that is, the percent not classified under the "0" category 
in Tables 3 and I|.), we find that (excluding of course Factor i|), the 
top factor (Factor 5>: Disagreement on Manners of Activities and Habits) 
scores 87. with both classes combined (85%  for seniors, Q^P/o for 
freshmen). The lowest ranking factor (Factor 9 s Conflict in Manners 
of Religious Beliefs and Morals) among the top five factors scores 
62.5% for the classes combined (£6% for seniors, for freshmen).
Thus, 87•$% to 62.%% represents the range of the top four 
factors (excluding Factor 1*). Combining these top four, we get a 
grand average of 8l% (78.5>% for seniors, and 83«5%  for freshmen) re­
presenting the concept "value conflict." In a word, if the total 
youth interviewed are representative of youth as a whole, something
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like four-fifths of our youth experience "value conflict" at least
p
slightly with their parents,
The second cluster of factors that seems important to discuss 
is that of Factors 1 and 2 (Alienation Type 1 and 2), Obviously 
labelled as the "alienation" concept, these factors average 39% 
seniors and 35% f°r freshmen, or averaged, 37%« Thus something less 
than 1|0% or well under one-half of the youth interviewed experienced 
some form of "alienation" problems with their parents.
These two clusters of factors, yielding the "value conflict" 
and "alienation" concepts, seem to be the only static concept that 
can be captured here for youth in generaJ. when combining seniors and 
freshmen. Domination Type 1 (Factor 1+) fluctuates too much with 
class, while Factors 2, 7? and 9 appear incidental to the college 
institution and not likely to be extended to young people after 
college as an important life long parent problem. Domination Type 2 
(Factor 8) does not fluctuate like the related Factor but its ass­
ociation with factor I4 seems to weaken its merit as a static parent 
problem area to be assessed. Nevertheless, this rebellious type domina­
tion problem (Factor 8) yields an average for both classes of 55%
(58% for seniors, 52% for freshmen)--about half way between "value 
conflict" and "alienation". Since, however Factor 1| does approach 
the position of Factor 8*in the senior year, the two domination fac­
tors seem to converge by the end of college to give an average of 
^7»5% (8l% for Factor I4, 58% for Factor 8) as an estimate of "domina­
tion" type problems for seniors. We can say at this point then that
2This estimate of 80% has a confidence interval of +8%
(p <05, n-96).
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for the seniors that were sampled, the new adult emerges with parent 
problems in the descending order of "value conflict," "domination," 
and "alienation."3
At this point we turn to discuss another salient observation; 
namely, what appears to be a relative increase in parent problems for 
females by the end of their senior year (as presented in the latter 
part of Section B, Chapter IV), particularly when applied to the aliena­
tion factors. This appears to be in contrast.to the negligible change 
for the males with the exception of Factor ]+. Let us first consider 
Table 9 (p« 55) which summarizes the per cent of the items that show 
significant differences between groups; we see that the females score 
no items with negative differences (p<.05) and five items (10.9^) with 
positive differences (p^.05), where positive differences represent an 
increase by the end of the senior year. If we are less conservative 
and consider the cases for pc.,25,^ we find five items (10.9^) with 
negative differences and fourteen items (30.1$) with positive differ­
ences for the females. As far as the items go then, when there is a 
difference between class for the females, it certainly appears to. lean 
in the direction of problem increase by the senior year.
Secondly, consider the factor that seems best to reflect the 
positive difference trend of the females as indicated in Table 5 (p« U6).
^It is assumed here that the "domination concept" includes 
problems of gaining independence and escaping a regulative parental 
relationship— terms that readily group together when observing the 
responses to the Dichotomous Parental Relationship Terms (as presented 
in Section D, Chapter IV).
^The "p <.25" actually represents many items that yield better 
significance than .25; only about four items are on the borderline so 
that they must be set at p<.25 and no less. Thus many others have p 
values^ .2, .15, .1 and of course .05* (See Table 6, p. JU8 for examples. )
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Factor 1 (Alienation Type l) seems best qualified: roughly 60% of
the positively differing items for the females contribute to the esti­
mate of Factor 1. (See Table 6, p. 1+8, for a list of these items.)
The difference of the mean between senior females and fresh­
men females on Factor 1 is modest, for it represents only about two- 
thirds of the average standard deviation of the two subgroups. However, 
what is_ revealing is the category distribution of the two female sub­
groups for Factor 1 as seen in Table 5 (p- k&)• Inspection here re­
veals that five (21%) of the senior females score "2" (medium category) 
or higher on Factor 1, while none of the freshmen females score in 
this domain. In a word, if these five apparently atypical senior fe­
male respondents were removed, there would be no significant differences 
between the means of Factor 1 for the females subgroups. (Thence the 
medians of these two subgroups— a better representation of central 
tendency for skewed distributions as occur with Factor 1— show no sig­
nificant differences in Table p. 1+6.) Consequently, if these five 
co-eds are truly atypical, our conclusions of little or no change for 
Parent Problem Factors after college experience is even more supported. 
Assuming that this conclusion holds for the normal transition to adult­
hood at the College of William and Mary, let us now focus on the atypical 
"alienated" five females and gather some insights from the tape recorded 
sessions.
Immediately apparent from these discussions is the fact that 
"alienation" problems seem to develop or at least increase during the 
college years. That, indeed, Factor 1 differences between female subgroups
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cf
reflect changes during college, even though the change noted here 
may not be typical of William and Mary co-eds as a whole.
.Consider now these atypical respondents specifically. .The 
highest scoring "alienated" co-ed (one who admitted to feeling atypical 
at the end of the interview) declared, that she gained new ideas— parti­
cularly religious ones— and that these clashed with those of her 
parents, and because she had deeply accepted the values, beliefs, 
and ideas of her parents, she experienced an overwhelming shock when 
new ones were introduced to her. This resulted in both an internal 
psychological stress upon herself and a degeneration of her parental 
relationship of which she seemed to be profoundly concerned.
Overall this respondent scored higher on the factors than 
any other respondent of the total student samples. It is possible, 
however, that her responses, as well as her perceptions, were exag­
gerated; this seems likely in view of the fact that (according to her) 
discussions with the therapist at the counseling center made her aware 
that her perceptions of the gap between her religious beliefs and 
those of her parents were magnified by her mind. This does not seem 
to exclude her from being atypical, but it does tone down her "off 
scale" responses and brings out the important possibility of a "mole 
hill" becoming a "mountain" in relationship perception.
.A second high "alienated" co-ed claimed to have experienced 
a relationship degeneration during-college, which was more due to the
^This is qualified with the exception that one of the five 
atypicals claimed that her relationship with her parents had improved 
while in college. That this includes an improvement in "alienation" 
problems may be questionable. Her recorded discussion gives the im­
pression that problems of "domination" decreased, while "value con­
flict" and "alienation" problems at least persisted if not increased 
during college.
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prejudice of her parents towards the liberalising influence of the 
college experience— from her liberal professors and from her liberal 
student associates-— than to the gaining of new ideas. She discussed 
this as follows:
Everytime I get into a conversation, they (her parents) 
say, "You think you are better. You think you know more just 
because you’ve been to college. You’ve been with those 
liberal professors. Your friends are liberal." . . .It was 
nothing that I did. I was not trying to defend anything that 
was going on, I was less conservative than my parents, but 
not as liberal as much as they thought I was, because I was 
not going around and trying'to change my parents’ minds or 
anything. At college I_ defend the older generation and at 
home T end up defending the students who _I don’t agree with 
— -.irast because my parents are so radical in their disbelief. 
[Emphasis Addedj
Considering her statements plus the fact that she scored 
a modest 3-3 (roughly "slightly liberal") on the McClosky conservatism 
scale, her parental alienation seems not due to becoming overwhelmingly
liberal in college, but due to an alienation of her parents from the
college institution to begin with.
A third atypical scoring co-ed on "alienation" said:
It has been more distant and uncommunicative since I’ve 
come here. . .They just don’t understand since neither 
has been to college. They don’t know what it's all about 
really. . .The academic interest isn’t there. They want 
it for me, but they are more alienated to my type of life 
now. It’s hard to communicate and explain why I believe 
certain things that I believe or why things have changed
like they have. So the easiest thing is to mislead them
and be the way they want me to be when I’m at home.
[Emphasis Added]
The big difference here between this co-ed and the former 
one seems to be a tendency towards a more liberal life style than her 
parents and the tendency to consider her parental relationship improved 
by the end of college; the latter she described with qualifications
as follows:
Ik
We’ve learned to avoid arguments and meeting head on. . •
They’ve just accepted me more. • .They still can’t accept 
me as much as I want them to, but then I've given up getting 
them to accept everything.
A fourth atypical discussed the relationship change as
follows:
Basically, I think that overall the college experience has pro­
bably hindered the relationship, but when I say that, it sounds 
very negative, but I think that’s only a natural outcome of the 
college experience because to some extent before I went to college 
--maybe I was lucky— all my ideas agreed basically with my parents 
and we got along very well, whereas my brother and sister haven’t 
done that to such a large extent— but when I came to college it 
wasn't so much that some of my ideas changed, but that they broadened 
out. Like "Students for Liberal Action" was here when I came, 
and it was like all my high school life I had just been waiting 
for this organization; and so I was doing things and like you 
are removed from home and little home rules and you can be out 
until curfew. . .1 think that makes it difficult because you 
come back and your parents are still expecting you to be the 
. same way as you were when you left to a certain extent. . . 
like I'd call up— we had some picketing last year (that was my 
junior year around Christmas) that I was in charge of— you 
know I called them up and talked to them and it never entered 
my mind that they were under the impression that I was asking 
them if I could do it. Like I was calling up because I was 
afraid that they would be concerned if something came out. . . 
and let them know that I had thought this over and everything.
It is perhaps the last part of her conversation that focuses 
on her basic reason for scoring atypically on Factor Is that she had 
a struggle for independence and freedom that readily came about in 
the • college environment, but which were immediately unrecognized as 
soon as she came home. This problem of independence she emphasized 
throughout the remainder of her conversation, while little was said 
about "value conflict" which really didn’t seem to be the issue since 
she stated at the beginning that her liberal ideas were actually a 
broadening of the original ones that she brought to college.
The fifth and lowest scoring co-ed among the five atypical 
females on Factor 1 made the following comments as part of her discus­
sion:
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I'm glad for my education "because I've come from an extremely 
conservative background [Louisiana], and Ifm considered more 
liberal than if I had never gone to school. I think that my 
parents are pigheaded and blind about a lot of things, but 
I think that that comes from the Deep South. It always kind 
of reinforces everything. They grew up in a time when their 
parents were Victorian; I guess the people that they were 
around and their experiences always reaffirmed all these be­
liefs that they had and my experiences had been the opposite.
They [her parents’ parents] had extremely high morals and 
were strict about what is proper and that a nice good family 
doesn't do this— that,a high class family doesn't do this.
The big conflict now is that they have tried all these years 
to make me an independent person and now they kind of like 
to keep me in the family now and I've gotten to be so inde­
pendent that I've got a job that is going to keep me away.
Here we seem to have both "value conflict" (in relationship 
to the Deep South, as emphasized by her mother's preference for 
George Wallce as President of the United States) and problems of 
gaining independence ("domination" type problems).
At this point I wish to try to wrap up or summarize the 
main elements that seem to go into alienating these atypicals.
Basically there seem to be two overriding themes that emerge 
and that seem to interact. One is the general alienation of the 
parents from the college institution and its characteristic style of 
life— an atmosphere for higher learning removed from the mainstream 
of the American culture. This is particularly so for the parents of 
the first, second, and fifth co-eds who seemed to come from a family 
life locked in southern tradition and its classical Victorian style 
of child rearing.
The third atypical also came from a contrasting background, 
which seemed to have resulted from her father's association with the 
military establishment. "Whether or not her family was southern in 
origin could not be ascertained, but the strict'child rearing practices 
and regulative parent-child relationship were evident for she said:
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"My parents were very strict and very demanding when I was growing up.
As soon as I got to college they couldn't put any rules on me."
The fourth atypical did not suffer so much from gaining new 
values in college (she had values broadened rather than changed), hut 
more from the lack of her parents realizing that students become 
accustomed to freedom and independence of action in college and that 
this clashes with any regulation that parents may expect to exert 
when their offspring returns home or for that manner simply communicates 
with them.
Thus, we are led to the second theme, already emergent in 
our discussion and obviously interactive with the first theme-— namely 
a strict, controlling regulative, or a dominating relationship. All 
five atypicals seemed to have experienced it either before or during 
college and it seems incongruent with the basic nature and trend of 
college institutions in modern times.
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY M U  CONCLUSIONS
The parental relationship problems of college students appear 
to differ very little between seniors and freshmen at the College of 
William and Mary in the late 1960ls. Except for the atypical female 
cases discussed in the previous chapter, this appears to be essentially 
the case for the female students. The males appear to substantially 
differ only with Factor Ij. (Domination Type l), which seems to reflect 
their gaining some form of independence from their parents.
Such were the results of analyzing and comparing Parent Prob­
lem Factors between the freshmen and seniors. An independent measure­
ment, scores on the Dichotomous Parent Relationship Terms (see pp. 62 
and 63)5 verifies the above with the exception of the females, who 
scored more on the "independent” type relationship categories in the 
senior year than in the freshman year. The latter seems at odds with 
the findings for Factor I4 between the two female subgroups; further 
inspection of the females, however, does show that even though this 
factor does not significantly differ, it does drop from first to 
fourth place by the senior year. Thus, independence for the females 
may be following a more complicated path than for the males; it is 
suggested here that this may be a product of the traditional "depen­
dent" type role of the female.
Table 10 (p. 57) indicates that most senior males and females 
(69$)) felt that their relationship had improved, but because this
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clashes - with-the-independent responses of the seniors and freshmen 
as -summarized-above,-it is suggested that the Table 10 responses re- 
-sult from a combination of conventionalized answering and a tendency 
-to-emphasize-the gaining of independence as the criterion for relation­
ship improvement.
- Comparisons of senior/freshman descriptive background infor­
mation reveal the females to be reasonably matched on socio-economic 
status, while the males are not as evenly matched on this variable; 
the latter is not considered too very serious since there is a high 
correlation between the females and males on the ranking of the Parent 
Problem Factors (Spearman Rho equals .92 and .93 respectively, within 
seniors and freshmen).
—With little relationship change appearing evident, Parent 
Problem Factors were readily analyzed in tersm of their relative 
importance without regard to class. This resulted in clustering the 
factors in Tables 2 and 3 into three broad concepts as follows
1. "Value conflict" type factors (Factors 5, 3, 6, and 9)s of 
which an average of 8l% of the students experienced some 
form.
2. "Domination" type factors (Factors I4. and 8), of which an 
average of 67.5% of the students experienced some form.^
3- "Alienation" type factors (Factors 1 and 2), of which an 
average of 37% of the students experienced some form.
-^ -Factors 10, 7j and 2 were left out in this clustering because 
they were considered incidental to the college life and not a life long 
phenomenon.
2This value of 67*5% may not be as indicative as the average
percent of the other factor clusters, because Factor U shifts from
100% to 8l% in going from freshmen to seniors.
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Analysis in depth of the five atypically scoring co-eds indi­
cates that parental alienation occurs with the rise of "value conflictM 
and/or "domination" type problems, so that the former seems to be sympto­
matic of the latter two. Further search for cause show the atypicals 
to be apparently a product of parental-cultural alienation from the 
college institution combined with the tendency of the parents to use 
Victorian styles of child rearing--a socialization process at odds 
with the college environment and the need to be able to shift or ad­
just to new cultural ideas, beliefs, and v a l u e s .3
The following conclusions as inferred from the field study 
are now made about William and Mary College Students and relationship 
problems with their parents:
1. The hypothesis proposed in Chapter I remains unsupported 
for the most part. Support for the null hypothesis that 
no student-parent relationship change takes place during 
college seems more the ca.se. The exception appears in the 
areas of gaining independence, which, is obviously so for 
the males and possibly, but not readily observed so for 
females. Yet the reduction in parental dominance is not
a dramatic change: 8l/> of the sampled seniors still suf­
fer some form of Domination Type 1.
2. "Value conflict" type problems between students and their 
parents seem to persist throughout college with no signifi­
cant difference before and after the college experience.
This appears true also for "alienation" type problems when 
five atypical co-eds are * excluded. In all roughly four- 
fifths of the 96 sampled students at the College of William 
and Mary experience some degree of "value conflict" with 
their parents.
' '3whether or not these atypicals are representative of the 
atypicals as a whole is not within the province of this thesis. The 
patterns established here for these five females merely suggest what 
the social processes may be in general. Consequently, there seems 
to be a need for studies that focus upon this category of students 
and at the same time employ a sufficient sample size.
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Most of the college students at William and Mary seen, as 
inferred by the 96 studied in this thesis, to make the transition to 
adulthood without experiencing phenomenal changes in their parental 
relationship while in college. Most of them think that the relation­
ship has improved, but that seems to be covering only the aspect of 
gaining independence, if not contaminated by conventional responses. 
Probably even more important is the inferred suggestion that "value 
conflict" and "domination" type parent problems seem destined to re­
main at least in some degree a part of their relationship during 
adulthood. This latter is of course a conjecture and it is con­
ceivable that married life and the period of child raising for these 
"young adults" may induce parental identification far more readily 
digestible than during the formative transition period into adulthood.
APPENDIX 
THE SCHEDULE
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR A STUDY OF COLLEGE 
STUDENT/PARENT RELATIONSHIP AND " 
PROBLEM AREAS
Respondent Number _____  .
(The subject interviewed should be a non-married freshman or senior 
college student of both sexes who has not transferred.)
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION (to be recorded by the interviewer)
A. Class in College;
Freshman ______ Senior
B. Sex:
Male Female
C. Curri culum;
1. Present Major
2. Past College Majors (if different from l)
a.  ___________ ___________________________  . Year
b.        Year
c. __________________________     Year
D. Age:
Respondent ________ Father  _____  Mother __________
E. Travel Experiences:
1. Approximate number of countries visited or lived in
2. Approximate number of states lived in ____ _
3* Approximate number of different residences ________
F. Marital Status of Parents:
1. Married _________
2. Widowed: Father Mother_______
3* Separated _______
1+. Divorced ________
G. Position of Parent Relative to Respondent:
Father Mother
1. Original Parent _______
2. Step Parent _________ ______
3* Foster Parent
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H. Structure of Respondent1s Family of Orientation
1. Rue1ear Family Structure
Sibling Hierarchy (flag respondent’s position with an "R")a.
Birth Rank
1st B o m  
2nd B o m  
3rd Born 
1+th B o m  
5th B o m  
6th B o m  
7th B o m  
8th B o m
b. List of
Birth Rank
Sex
(Use "M" or 
*»F,f)
No Longer Living 
Age at Death Year of Death
c. List of Nuclear Family Members Who Have Lived Away 
From Home for More Than Two Years (except for off­
spring members after the age of eighteen)
Member Birth Rank Approximate
(Father, Mother of Sibling No. of Years
Sister, Brother,” (if member 
Respondent) is sibling)
2. Presence of Others in the Home Other Than Nuclear Family 
Members for More Than Two Years
Relationship Approximate No. of Years
(Re1at ive, Fri end, Servant, 
etc.)
8!+
I. Occupation of Parents:
1. Father
a. Classification of Occupation
t>. Specific Work Description
2. Mother
a. Classification of Occupation
"b. Specific Work Description (if mother not housewife)
J. Education of Parents:
Scale (use to indicate highest education attained)
_8 thru 12 refers to year completed in high school 
13 thru 16 refers to year completed in college undergraduate 
work
0 refers to at least one year of graduate work 
M refers to Master of Science, Arts, or equivalent 
D refers to Doctor of Philosophy or equivalent such as M.D.
1. Father _______ 2, Mother _________
K. Total Income Bracket of Parents
Less than $10 thousand per year _____
Less than $15 thousand per year _____
Less than $20 thousand per year _____
Less than $25 thousand per year _____
$25 thousand or greater per year_____
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L. Religious Affiliation
Respondent Father Mother
1. Denomination _____ ____  __________ ______
2. Activeness (check one)
Active
(Rarely fails to attend 
at least one meeting
per week)_____________ ______ _____ _ ______
Moderately Active 
(attends meetings at 
least once per month) ____  ______
Occassionally Active 
(attends several times
per year) _____ _____
Ron-Active
*(no longer attends any 
meetings) ______ ______ ______
M. Political Preferences and Liberal/Conservatism:
1. Preference for President of the United States 
(checkone for each columnJ
Respondent Father Mother
a. McCarthy     _____
b . Rixon
c. Humphrey
d. Wallace
2. McClosky*s Measure of Conservatism
Administer the questionnaire on the following page to the 
respondent.
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DIRECTIONS
This is not an intelligence test. There are no ’’right" or "wrong" 
answers. The best answer is your personal opinion. You can be sure 
that whatever your opinions may be on certain issues, there will be 
many people who agree and who disagree.
Please be sure that you read each statement carefully and mark it ac­
cording to your first reaction. It is not necessary to take a lot of 
time for any one question.
+1 if you agree slightly -1 if you disagree slightly
with the statement with the statement
+2 if you agree moderately -2 if you disagree moderately 
with the statement with the statement
+3 if you agree strongly -3 if you disagree strongly
with the statement with the statement
JL. I’d want to know that something would really work before 
I’d be willing to take a chance on it.
2. All groups can live in harmony in this country without
changing the system in any way.
J3. If you start trying to change things very much, you usually
make them worse.
J+, I prefer the practical man to the man of ideas.
j>. It’s better to stick by what you have than to be trying new
things you don't really know about.
_6. No matter how we like to talk about it, political authority
really comes not from us, but from some spiritual higher
power.
7» A man doesn't really get to have much wisdom until he’s well 
along in years.
_8. If something grows up over a long time, there will always 
be much wisdom in it.
p. We must respect the work of our forefathers and not think 
that we know better than they did.
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0. Respondents Involvement with the Opposite Sex:
1. Current Involvement (check one)
a. Engaged ________
b. Pinned ________
c. Lavaliered
d. Going Steady
e. Dating Regularly (Going with someone for at least
five dates)______
2. Involvement in the Past during College (Seniors Only) 
(indicate frequency for each)
a. Engaged ______
b. Pinned ______
c* Lavaliered  _____
d. Going Steady _____
. e. Dating Regularly .
3* Involvement Before College
(indicate frequency for each)
a. Engaged _______
b. Pinned ______
c. Lavaliered  _____
d. Going Steady _____
e. Dating Regularly ______
P. Grade Point Average (Seniors Only): _________
Q. Dominant Parent:
Which parent does the respondent experience the 
most interaction and influence? Father Mother
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II. STODENT/PABEHT PROBLEMS: Specific Items
List in the following table the identification numbers of the 
student/parent problem statement items according to the distri­
bution selected by the respondent:
Categories
0 0 ( 3 ) ( 2 ) ( 1 ) ( 0 )
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III. Final Information
A. In asking the following discussion question, request that the 
respondent answer it in a way which allows him to talk about 
whatever comes freely to his mind; that is, try to introduce 
free association in his answer:
Question:
In what ways have elements of your college helped and/or 
hindered the relationship with your parents, particularly 
with respect to your transition to adulthood?
If the respondent hesitates and appears at a loss as to how 
to answer, ask him to consider the following elements of the 
college in his answer (if this list is read, place it before
him after reading it, so that he can refer to it):
1. College Peer G-roup
2. Campus Organizations
3. Extra-Curriculum Activities
h. Close Friends
5. Roommates
6. Friends of the Opposite Sex
7. Sweethearts
8. Counselors or Therapists at the Counseling Center
9. Professors
10. Faculty Advisors
11. Dorm Personnel
12. House Mothers
13. Administrators
lU. Deans
15. The President of the College
16. The Campus Services
17. The Security Police
18. The College Regulations
19. The Dorm Life
20. The Campus Center
21. The Classroom Experience
22. The Academic Experience
23. The College Life in General
21*. Hie Greater Freedom of College over that of High S<
25- Others
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Question:
Do you fell that the overall relationship "between you and 
your parents has improved since you entered college?
Yes ______ No  ____ _
Question:
To what degree has this relationship changed since you 
entered college?
Very much degenerated ______ Very much improved _____
Moderately degenerated_______  Moderately improved___ _
Slightly degenerated ____  Slightly improved ______
'Unchanged ______
Question: (omit if respondent perceives "no change" in his 
relationship with his parents during college)
Do you feel that your college experience has "been a major 
contributing force to bring about this change?
^es ______ No _____
Do you feel that it has been the major contributing force? 
Yes No
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B. Respondent's General Perception of the Relationship with His 
Parents: (to he recorded by the respondent)
For each numbered item below, please check one of the two 
terms which yon feel best describes the overall relationship 
between yon and yonr parents:
1. Close Detached
2. Emotionally Intense Unemotional
3. Regulative Permissive
k. Parent Dominating Parent Nondominating
5. Dependent Independent
6. Involved Uoninvolved
7. Frequent Encounters Infrequent Encounters
8. Discordant Harmonious
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